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SEPARATE PEWS 
IN THE,SYNAGOGUE 


A Soctal and Psychological Approach 


The problem of “‘mixed pews’”’ versus “‘separate pews’’! in the 
synagogue is one which has engaged the attention of the Jewish 
public for a number of years. It has been the focus of much con- - 
troversy and agitation. More often than not, the real issues have 
been obscured by the strong emotfns aroused. Perhaps if the 
reader is uninitiated in the history and dialectic of Jewish religious 
debate in mid-twentieth century America, he will be puzzled and 
amused by such serious concern and sharp polemics on what to > 
him may seem to be a trivial issue. If the reader is thus perplexed, 
he is asked to consider that “‘trivialities’’ are often the symbols of 
issues of far greater moment. Their significance often transcends 
what is formally apparent, for especially in Judaism they may be 
clues to matters of principle that have far-reaching philosophic 
consequences. In our case, the mechitzah (the physical partition 
between the men’s and women’s spews) has become, in effect, a 
symbol in the struggle between two competing ideological groups. 
It has become a cause célébre in the debate on the validity of the 

Jewish tradition. itself and its survival intact in the modern world. | 


1. The terms “mixed pews, “separate stating,” and are used inter-. 
changeably in this essay. While there are important halakhic differences between 
some of these terms, the fundamental principles upon which Mey « are based, and 


with which this essay is concerned, remain the same. 
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The mechitzah was meant to divide physically the men from the 
- women in the synagogue. In our day it has served also to divide 
spiritually synagogue from synagogue, community from commun- 
ity, and often rabbi from layman. This division has become a 
wide struggle, in which one faction attempts to impose contemporary 
standards—whatever their quality or worth—upon the inherited 
corpus of Jewish tradition which it does not regard as being of 
divine origin, and in which the other side seeks to preserve the 
integrity of Jewish law and tradition from an abject capitulation 
_ to alien concepts whose only virtue is, frequently, that they are 
declared ‘‘modern” by their proponents. The purpose of this 
essay is to demonstrate the validity of the Jewish tradition in its 
view that separate seating for men and women ought to prevail 
in the synagogue. | ‘ 


THE Law 

The separation of the sexes at services is not a ‘‘mere custom 
reflecting the mores of a bygone age.” It is a law, a halakhah, and 
according to our outstanding talmudic scholars an extremely 
important one. Its origin is in the Talmud,! where we are told that 
at certain festive occasions which took place at the Temple in 
Jerusalem great crowds gathered to witness the service. The Sages 
were concerned lest there occur a commingling of the sexes, for the 
solemnity and sanctity of the services could not be maintained in 
such environment. Hence, although the sexes were already orgin- 
ally separated, and despite the reluctance to add to the structure of 
the Temple, it was ruled that a special balcony be built for the 
women in that section called the ezrat nashim (Women’s Court) in 
order to reduce the possibility of frivolousness at these special 
occasions. The same principle which applied to the Sanctuary in 
Jerusalem applies to the synagogue,” the mikdash me’at (miniature 
Sanctuary), and the mixing of the sexes is therefore proscribed. 

Thus Jewish law clearly forbids what has become known as 
“mixed pews.” We do not know, historically, of any synagogue 
before the modern era where mixed pews existed. No documents 
and no excavations can support the notion that this breach of 
Jewish Law was ever accepted by Jews. Philo and Josephus both 


1. Sukkah, 51b. 
2. Megiliah, 29a; Tur and Sh. Arukh, Or. Ch., 151; Sefer Yereim, 324. ° 
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mention separate eseating in the days of the Second Common- 
wealth.! The principle was upheld as law in the last generation by 
such eminent authorities as Rabbi Israel Meir Hakohen (the 
Chafetz Chayyim) in Lithuania, Chief Rabbi Kook in Palestine, 
and Rabbi Dr. M. Hildesheimer in Germany. In our own day, it 
was afirmed by every one of the Orthodox rabbinical and lay 
groups without exception, and by such contemporary scholars as: 
Chief Rabbi Herzog of Israel, Chief Rabbi Brodie of the British 
Empire, and Dr. Samuel Belkin and Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik 
of Yeshiva University. 

Of course, one may argue that “this is only the Orthodox inter- 
pretation.’’ We shall not now argue the point that “Orthodoxy” 
is the name one must give to the three thousand years of normative | 
Judaism nb matter what our contemporary preference in sectarian 
nomenclature. _ aside from this, and aside from the fact that 
there is abundant supporting source material, both halakhic and 
historic,? antedating the fragmentation of the Jewish community © 
into the Orthodox-Conservative-Reform pattern, it is interesting 
to note the position of the Conservative group. This is the group 
whose leaders still feel it necessary to defend their deviations from 
traditional norms, and whose attitude to Jewish Law has usually © 
been ambivalent. It is a fact, of course, that the overwhelming — 
majority of Conservative Temples have mixed pews. But, signific- 
antly, some of their leading spokesmén have not embraced this 


* reform wholeheartedly. Rabbi Bernard Segal, Executive Director * 


of the United Synagogue (the» organization of Conservative 
Temples) recently had this to say: 


We have introduced family pews, organ music, English readings. 
Our cantors have turned around to face their congregations. In 
some synagogues we have introduced the tfiennial cycle for the 


1. Philo De Vita, Contemplativa 32-34; Antiquities xvi.6.2. 

2. The following is only a random sample from the halakhic literature confirming 
the absolute necessity for separate pews: Chatam Sofer, Ch. M., 190, and Or. Ch., 
28; Maharam Shick, Or. Ch., 77; Teshubot Bet Hillel, 50; Dibrey Chayyim, Or. Ch., 
18. For a more elaborate treatment of the text of the Talmud in Sukkah, stb, 
and for other halakhic references, see Rabbi Samuel Gerstenfield, ‘“The Segregation 
of the Sexes,’’ Eidenu, Memorial Publication in Honor of Rabbi Dr. Bernard 
Revel (New York: 1942), 67-74. Additional historical references may be found in: 
). T. Sukkah, 5:1; Tos. Sukkah, 4:6; Terumat Ha-deshen, 453; Mordekhai qypted i in 
Turey Zahab, Or. Ch., 351:1; ef. Cecil Roth’s introduction to George Loukomski, 
Jewish Art in European Synagogues, p. 21. 
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reading of the Torah. All of these were never intended to bé ends ix 
themselves or principles of the Conservative Movement. . . . Unforty. 
nately, in the minds of too many these expedients have come to repre. 
sent the sum and substance of the Conservative Movement.’ 


We thus learn that Conservative leadership has begun to recognize 
that mixed seating in the synagogue is not entirely defensible 
that it was meant to be only an “expedient” and not an in-principk 
reform. From another Conservative leader we learn that the Lay 
Committee of the Rabbinical Assembly (the Conservative rabbinic 
group) has for years only “‘condoned’’ but not ‘‘approved”’ the 
system of family pews! The very same group that encourages ity 
members to drive the automobilé to the Temple on the Sabbath 
only “condones” but does not “approve” of mixed pews!? And of 
course those who have visited the Jewish Theological Seminary 
in New York know that the synagogue of the Conservative Seminan 
itself has separate seating for men and women. We may be sure 
that.a ‘“‘mere custom’”’ would not retain such a hold on Consérv rative 
leadership and give its members such pangs of conscience. We 
are dealing here with a din, with a halakhah, with a-binding and 
crucial law, with the very sanctity of the synagogue, and religious 
Jews have no choice but to insist upon separate séating as an indis- 
pensable and irrevocable feature of the synagogue.* 

The references made so far should not be taken as a full treatment 
of the halakhic and historical basis for separate seating. A consider- 
able literature, both ancient and modern, could be cited as décu- 


. United Synagogue Review (Winter, 1958), p. 10. ‘Italics are mine. 

2. Jacob B. Agus, Guideposts in Modern Fudaism, p. 133 f., and in Conservative 
Judaism, Vol. XI, No. t (1956), 11. 

3. It is true that there are- Orthodox rabbis who minister to family pew con- 
tions. Yet there is a vast difference between the Conservative who at best 
ndones”’ a mixed pews situation, without regrets, and the Orthodox rabbi who 
accepts such a pulpit with the unambiguous knowledge that mixed pews are a denial 
of the Halakhah and hence an offense against his own highest principles. An 
Orthodox rabbi accepts such a post—if he should decide to do so—only with the 
prior approval of his rabbi or school, only on a temporary basis, and on/y with the 
intention of eliminating its objectionable features by any or all of the time-tested 
techniques of Jewish spiritual leadership. The difference, then, is not only philo- 
sophical but also psychological. This spiritual discomfort of the authentic Orthodox 
rabbi in the non-conforming pulpit constantly serves to remind him of his sacred 
duty to effect a change for the better in the community he serves. Any reconciliation 
with the permanence of anti-halakhic character of a synagogue does undeniable 
violence to the most sacred principles of Judaism and is hence indefensible. 
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mentation of the thesis here presented. However, as the subtitle 
of this essay indicates, our major interest here is not in articulating 
the Halakhah as much as in explaining it. Our main concern in this 
essay is to demonstrate that the separation of the sexes at religious 
services makes good sense even—or perhaps especially—in America, 
where woman has reached her highest degree of “emancipation.” 
What we will attempt to show is that if there were no law requiring 

a mechitzah, we should have to propose such a law—for good, — 
cogent reasons. These reasons are in the tradition of taamey 
ha-mitzvot, the rationale ascribed to existing laws, rationales which 
may or may not be identical with the original motive of the com- 
mandment (assuming we can know it), but which serve to make 
immutable laws relevant to every new historical period. 

Because of the fact that Tradition clearly advocates separate 
seating, it is those who would change this millennial practice who 
must first prove their case. Let us therefore begin by examining 
some of the arguments_of the reformers, and then explain some of 
the motives of the Halakhah (Jewish Law) in deciding against this 
commingling of the sexes at services. 

Those who want to reform the Traditiop and introduce mixed 
pews at religious services present two main arguments. One is that 
separate seating is an insult to womanhood, a relic of the days 
when our ancestors held woman to be inferior to man, and hence 
untenable in this era when we unquestioningly accept the equality © 
of the sexes. The second is the domestic argument: the experience 
of husbands and wives worshipping next to each other makes for: 
happier homes. The slogan for this argument is the well-known 
‘families that pray together stay together.”” These arguments 
deserve detailed analysis and investigation to see whether or se, 


they are’ sufficiently valid premises upon which to base the mass 


reform of our synagogues. 


» ‘THe EQUALITY OF THE SEXES 


Separate seating, we are told, reveals an underlying belief that 
women are inferior, and only when men and women are allowed 
to mix freely in the synagogue is the equality of the sexes acknowl- 


¢dged. To this rallying call to ‘‘chivalry’’ we must respond first 


with a demand for consistency. If the non-Orthodox movements. 
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are, in this matter, the champions of woman’s equality, and if this 
equality i is demonstrated by equal participation in religious actiy. 
ities, then why, for instance, have not the non-Orthodox schools 
graduated one woman Rabbi in all these years ? Why not a woman 
cantor? (Even in Reform circles recent attempts to introduce 
women into such positions have resulted in a good deal of contro. 
versy). Why are Temple Presidents almost all men, and Synagogue 
Boards predominantly male? Why are the women segregated in 
Sisterhoods? If it is to be “equality,” then let us have complete 
and unambiguous equality! . 

The same demand for some semblance of consistency may well 
_ be presented, and with even greater cogency, to the very ones of 
our sisters who are the most passionate and articulate advocates 
of mixed seating as a symbol of their equality. If this equality as 
Jewesses is expressed by full participation in Jewish life, then such 
equality must not be restricted to the Temple. ‘They must submit 
as well to the private obligations incumbent upon menfolk: prayer 
thrice daily, and be-tzibbur, in the synagogue; donning fallit and 


tefillin; acquiring their own Julab and etrog, etc. These mitzvot 


‘are not halakhically obligatory for women, yet they were voluntarily 
practiced by solitary women throughout Jewish history; to mention 
but two examples, Michal, daughter of King Saul, and the fabled 
Hasidic teacher, the Maid of Ludmir.! Does not consistency 
demand that’the samé equality, in whose name we are asked to 
confer upon women the privileges of full participation in public 
worship with all its attendant glory and glamor, also impose upon 
women the responsibilities and duties, heretofore reserved for men 
only, which must be exercised in private only? We have yet to 
hear an anguished outcry for such equal assumption of masculine 
religious duties. So far those who would desecrate the synagogue 
in the name of “‘democracy”’ and “‘equality” have been concentrat- 
ing exclusively upon the public areas of Jewish religious expression, 
upon synagogual privileges and not at all upon spiritual duties. 
They must expand the horizons of religious equality if it is to be 
full equality. 

' Furthermore, if we accept the premise that separate seating in the 
synagogue implies inequality, then we shall have to apply the 


same standards to our social activity—outside the ‘‘shul’’! Let us: f. 


1. Also cf. Maharil, Laws of Tzitzit; Mordekhai, Laws of Tzitzit and on Pes., 
108; Tosafot R.H., 33a (s.v. Ha) and Erubin, 96a (s.v. 
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abolish, then, that terribly undemocratic system whereby the men 
go off to engage «in ‘“‘masculine” recreational activities while the 
women segregate for their own feminine games! And let us instruct 
our legislators to pass laws granting women “equal privileges’ in 
domestic litigation, thus making them responsible for alimony 
payments when they initiate divorce proceedings, even as their 
husbands must pay under present law. Of course, this reductio ad 
absurdum reveals the weakness of the original premise that separate 
seating is indicative of the contemptible belief in the inferiority of 

It is simply untrue that separate seating im a synagogue, or 
elsewhere, has anything at all to do with equality or inequality. 
And Judaism—the same Judaism which always has and always 
will insist upon separate seating—needs no defense in its attitude - 
towards womanhood. For in our Tradition men and women are 
considered equal in value—one is as good as the other. But 
equality in value does not imply identity of functions in all phases of 
life. And our Tradition’s estimation of woman’s value transcends 
anything that the modern world can contribute. . 

The source of the value of man, the sanction of his dignity, is — 
God. The Bible expresses this by saying that man was created in 
His image. But woman too is. in the image of God. Hence she . 
derives her value from the same source as does the male of the 
species. In value, therefore, she is identical with man. She is- 
liable to the same punishment—no more, no less—than a man is 


when she breaks a law, and she is as deserving of reward and 


commendation when she acts virtuously, A famous rabbinic 
dictum tells us that the spirit of prophecy, the ruach ha-kodesh, 
can rest equally upon man or woman. Our people had not only 


Patriarchs, but also Matriarchs. We had not only Prophets, but 


also Prophetesses. In the eyes of God, in the eyes of Torah, in the 
eyes of Jews, woman was invested with the full dignity accorded | 


_to man. Equality of value there certainly was. 


Furthermore, a good case can be made out to show that our 


_ Tradition in many cases found greater inherent value in woman- 
kind than in mankind. The first man in history‘received his name 


“Adam” from the adamah, the earth from which he was created. 


7 » His wife, Eve, has her name ‘“Chavvah” derived from em kol 


chay, meaning ‘‘the mother of all life.” Man’s very name refers to 
his lowly origins, while woman’s name is a tribute to her life- 
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4 bearing functions. Moses is commanded to give the Ten Com. ei 
mandments first to “‘the house of Jacob’”’ and then to “the house talk 
of Israel.” And our Rabbis interpret “the house of Jacob” as | - But 


referring to the Jewish women, while “the house of Israel” refers Fs. the 
_to the menfolk. Our Sages attribute to women greater insight— 
_binah yeterah—than men. They maintain that the redemption role i 
from Egypt, the leitmotif of all Jewish history, was only bizekhut 
nashim tzidkantyot, because of the merit of the pious women of J wane 
Israel. 
Of course, such illustrations can be given in the dozens. Much | inferi 
“more can be written—and indeed, much has been published—on 
_the Jewish attitude towards women. This is not the place to probe moib 
the matter in great detail and with full documentation. It is true, differ 
let us grant for the sake of factuality, that there are a number of 
statements in the Talmud and in the talmudic literature down Th 

_ through the Middle Ages which are not particularly flattering tothe | piled 
fair sex. It is almost inevitable that such derogatory remarks should | gctin 
find their way into a literature extending over hundreds and Mont 


hundreds of years and composed by hundredsf different persons . 

_ of varying backgrounds and experiences and temperaments. How- %, 
ever, these judgments do not have the force of law nor are they y 
the authoritative substance of the Jewish weltanschauung. They are , 


‘in the main atypical of the essential outlook of traditional Judaism. 
They are minority opinions, perhaps encouraged by prevailing 


social conditions at the time, and are neither normative nor e 
authoritative. a 
It is useless to match statement with counter-statement, to 
I. 


marshal the commendations against the condemnations. There isa 
far more basic criterion than isolated quotations or fine legal points ee 

. by which to judge: the traditional Jewish attitude to woman. And | jcom, 
that is, the historic role of the Jewess—her exalted position in the | inferic 
home, her traditional standing and stature inthe family, her | 245 
aristocratic dignity as wife and mother and individual. By this | *“"* 
standard, any talk of her inferiority is a ridiculous canard, and the shies 

. chivalry of those who today seek so militantly to ‘liberate’ her by | Halak 
- mixing pews in the synagogue is a ludicrous agg" of misguided | specif 
gallantry. 5 role: 
The Jewish woman, therefore, as a person and as a human being 

‘y.- was and is regarded by authentic Judaism as anything but inferior. 
— orients itself to women with a deep ns for their 
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itions as the mothers of our generations and as daughters of 
God. Their position is one of complete honor and. p Sanity: and 
talk of inequality 3 is therefore absurd. 

But while it is true that woman is man’s equal in intrinsic value 
in the eyes of Torah, it is not true—nor should it be—that her 
functions in life are all identical with those of man. Shehas a different 
role in life and in society, and one for which she was uniquely 
equipped by her Creator. By nature there are many things in which 
waen differ from men. And the fact that men and women differ 
in function and in role has nothing to do with the categories of - 
infetiority or superiority. The fact that the Torah assigns different 
religious functions, different mitzvot, to o men and to women no — 
more implies inequality than the fact that men and women have 
different tastes in tobacco or different areas of excellence in the — 
various arts." 

That modern women have suffered because they have often 
failed to appreciate this difference is attested to by one of the most 
distinguished authorities in the field, anthropologist Ashley« 
Montagu: 


The ‘manner in which we may most helpfully regard the present 
relationships between the sexes is that they are in a transitional 
phase of development. That in the passage from the “‘abolition”’ phase 
of women’s movement to the phase of “emancipation” a certain 
number of predictable errors were committed. 

The logic of the‘situation actually led to the most grievous of the 
errors committed. This was the argument that insofar as political 
and social rights were concerned women should be judged as persons 


1. The blessing recited as part of the morning service, “*. . . Who hast not made 
me a woman,”’ is to be understood in the light of what we have written. This is not 
a value-judgment, not an assertion of woman’s inferiority, amy more than the 
acompanying blessing ‘‘. . . Who hast not made me a heathen’’ imputes racial 
inferiority to the non-Jew. Both blessings refer to the comparative roles of Jew 
and non-Jew, male and female, in the religious universe of Torah, in which a 
greater number of religious duties are declared obligatory upon males than females 
and Jews than gentiles. The worshipper thanks God for the opportunity to perform 
a larger number of commandments. The woman, who in general is excused by the 
Halakhah from positive commandments the observance of which is restricted to 
specific times, therefore recites a blessing referring to value instead of function or 
role: ““. . . Who has made me according to His will.”” The latter blessing is, if 
anything, more profoundly spiritual—gratitude to God for having created me a 
woman who, despité a more passive role, is, as a daughter of God, created in His 
image no less than. 
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and not as members of a biological or any other kind of group. As 
far as it goes this argument is sound enough, but what seems to have 
been forgotten in the excitement, is that women, in addition to 

persons, also belong to a sex, and that with the differences in sex 
are associated important differences in function and_ behavior. 
Equality of rights does not imply identity of function, yet this is what 
it was taken to mean by many women and men. And so women began 
—and iri many cases continue—to compete with men as if they were 
themselves men, instead of realizing and establishing themselves jp 
their own right as persons. Women have so much more to contribute 
to the world as women than they could ever have as spurious men: 


Furthermore, this selfsame confusion in the traditional roles of 
male and female, a confusion encouraged by this mistaken iden- 
tification of sameness with equality, is largely responsible for the 
disintegration of many marriages. Writing in a popular magazine; 
Robert Coughlan cites authority when he attributes the: failure 
of so many modern marriages to the failure of men and women 
to accept their emotional responsibilities to each other and within 
the family as men and women, male and female. There appears to be 
a developing confusion of roles as the traditional identities of the 
sexes are lost. The emerging American woman tends to the role 
of male dominance and-exploitativeness, while the male becomes 
‘more passive. Consequently, neither sex can satisfy the other— 
they are suffering from sexual ambiguity. And Prof. Montagu, 
approving of Coughlan’s diagnosis, adds: 


The feminization of the male anid masculinization of the female ar 
proving to be more than too many *marriages can endure. The 
masculinized woman tends to reject the roles of wife and mother. 
In compensation, the feminized male wants.to be a mother to his 
childrer, grows dissatisfied with his wife, and she in turn with him. 
These are the displaced persons of the American family who make 
psychiatry. the most under-populated profession in the country.’ 


And not only are women themselves and their marriages the 
oufierers as a result of this confusion of:roles of the sexes, but 


“The Triumph and Tragedy of the American Woman,” Saturday Review 
Pat ie 27, 1958, p. 14, and cf. Margaret Meade, N. Y. Times Magazin 
February 10, 1957. 
2. Life; December 31, 1956. 
3. Ashley Montagu, ‘“The American woman,” Chicago Jewish Forum, Vol. XVII, 
No. 1 (4958), p. 8. 
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children too are falling victim as they are increasingly uncertain 
of the roles they are expected to play in life. The more 
masculine the woman becomes, and the more feminine the male 
tends to be, the more are the children perplexed by what it means to 
be a man or a woman. It is more than a matter of a passing phase 
as “sissies” or “tomboys.” It is a question of the whole psycholog- — 
ical integrity’ of the growing child. A lot of the wreckage ends 
up on the psychiatrist’ s couch, as Prof. Montagu said. Some of the 
less fortunate up in jail—only recently Judge Samuel 
Leibowitz attributed the upsurge in juvenile delinquency to this 
attenuation of the father’s role in-the family. So that this confusion 
in the traditional roles of the sexes—a confusion that has hurt 
modern women, endangered their marriages, and disorganized the 
normal psychological development of their children—is the very 
source Of the foolish accusation hurled at the Orthodox synagogue, 
that its separate seating implies an acceptance of woman’s inequality | 
and hence ought to be abolished, law or no law. 


_ FAMILIES THAT PRAY TOGETHER 


The second line of reasoning presented in favor of mixed pews 


in the synagogue is that of family solidarity. “Families that pray — 
‘together stay together,”’ we are told day in, dx 


out, from billboards 
and bulletin boards and literature mailed out both by churches and 
non-Orthodox synagogues. Family pews makes for family cohesion, 
for “‘togetherness,”” and the experience of worshipping together 
gives the family unit added strength which it badly needs in these 
troubled times. 

The answer to this is not to underestimate the need for family 
togetherness. It is, within prescribed limits, extremely important. 
One of the aspects of our Tradition we can be most proud of is the 
Jewish home—its beauty, its peace, its strength, its “togetherness.” 
Christians often note this fact, and with great envy. So that we 
are all for “togetherness” for the family. 

And yet it is because of our very concern for the traditional 
togetherness of the Jewish family that we are so skeptical of the 
eficacy of the mixed pew synagogue in this regard. If there is any 
place at all where the togetherness of a family must be fashioned and 


. practiced and lived—that place is the home, not the synagogue. 
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If a family goes to the theater together and goes toa service together J 
and goes on vacation together, but is never home together—then 
7 all this togetherness is a hollow joke. That is the tragedy of our 
lll society. During the week each member of the family leads a 
completely separate and independent existence, the home 
merely a convenient base of operations. Duridg the day Father is at J 
the office or on the road, Mother is shopping} and the children are T 
at school. At night, Father is with ‘‘the bpys,” Mother is with ff Jew: 
“the girls,’ and the children dispersed all jover the city—or else with 
they are all bickering over which television pkogram to watch. And Sc 
then they expect this separateness, this lack of ¢ohesion in the home, | ‘8° 
to be remedied by one hour of sitting together jand responding toa | mod 
~ Rabbi’s readings at a Late Friday Service! The brutal fact is that J rece 
the Synagogue is ‘not capable of performing such magic:One Dec 
evening of family pews will not cure the basic ills -of modern ~~ 
family life. ‘Mixed pews’”’ is no solution for mixed-up t 
We are wrong, terribly wrong, if we think that the Rabbi to b 
substitute for the laity in being observant, that the Cantor and the \ be 
choir and organ can substitute for us in praying, and that the 
Synagogue can become a substitute for our homes. And we are whe 
even in greater error if we try to substitute clever spreset' pray 
in 


Madison Avenue slogans for the cumulative wisdom expre seri 
Halakhah and Tradition. 
If it were true that ‘“‘families that pray together stay together,” Ir 
and that, conversely, families that pray in a shul with a mechitzah do obs 
not stay together, then one would expect the Orthodox Jewish J 4 
home to be the most broken home in all of society, for Orthodox — ¥" 
Jews have maintained separate pews throughout history. And yet that 
‘it is precisely in Orthodox Jewish society that the home is: the mat 
most stable, most firm, most secure. One writer has the following | ‘St? 
to say on this matter.! After describing the pattern of Jewish pew 
_ home life in the Middle Ages, with the “‘love and attachment of seat 
the child for his home and tradition,” and the ‘‘place where the out} 
Jew was at his best,” with the home wielding a powerful influence foll 
in refining Jewish character, so that ‘ ‘Jewish domestic morals in the che 
Middle Ages were beyond reproach,” he writes: | 


' Particularly in those households where Orthodox Judaism is practised 
and observed—both in Europe and in cosmopolitan American 


1. Stanley R. Brav, Marriage and the Jewish Tradition, p. 98. 


152 


4 


Separate Pews in the Synagogue 
centers—almost the entire rubric . . ., of Jewish home life in the 
Middle Ages may be observed even today, 


In those homes where the liberties of the Emancipation have in- © 


filtrated there exists a wide variety of family patterns, conditioned © 
by the range of defection from Orthodox tradition. 


The reader should be informed that this tribute to the Orthodox 


Jewish honfé—whose members always worshipped in a synagogue 
with a mechitzah—was written by a prominent Reform Rabbi., 


So that just “doing things together,” including worshipping 
together, is no “panacea for the very real domestic problems of 


_ modern Jews. “‘Li’l Abner,” the famous comic-strip character, 


recently refused to give his son a -sepapate comb for his own use 
because, he said in his inimitable dialect, “‘th’ fambly whut combs 

ther stays together.’’ We shall have to do more than comb 

her or pray together or play baseball together. We shall have 
to build homes, Jewish homes, where Torah and Tradition will 
be welcome guests, where a Jewish book will be read and intel- 
lectual achievements reverenced, where parents will be respected, 


where the table will be’ an altar and the-food will be blessed, where 


prayer will be heard and where Torah will be discussed in all 
seriousness. Madison Avenue slogans may increase the attendance 
at the synagogues and Temples; they will not keep families together. 
In speaking of the family, we might also add the tangential 
observation that it is simply untrue that “‘the younger generation” 
invariably wants mixed pews. The personal experience of the 
writer has convigced him that there is nothing indigenous in youth 
that makes it pant after mixed seating in the synagogue. It is a 
matter of training, conviction, and above all of learning and under- 


standing. Young people often understand the necessity for separate 


pews much more readily than the glder folks to whom mixed 


seating is sometimes a symbol of having arrived socially, of having 
outgrown immigrant status. The writer happily chanced upon the 


following report of a visit to a Reform Sunday School in West- 
chester, N.Y.: 


When the teacher had elicited the right answer, he passed on to the 


respective positions of women in Orthodox and Reform Judaism. 
He had a difficult time at first because the children, unexpectedly, 
expressed themselves in favor of: separating men and women in 
the synagogue—they thought the women talked too much and had 
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best be segregated—but finally they were persuaded to accept the 
Reform. view. 


There is a refreshing naivete about this youthful acceptance of 
separate seating before being ‘“‘persuaded”’ of the Reform view. 


ON THE PosITIVE SIDE © 


Thus far the arguments of those who would do . violence 
to our Tradition and institute mixed pews. What now are the 
reasons why the Halakhah is so firm on separating the sexes 
every service? What, on the positive side, are the Tradition’s 


‘ motives for keeping the mechitzah and the separate seating arrange- 


ment? 
The answer to this and every similar question must be studied in 
one frame of reference only. And that is the issué of prayer. We 


_ begin with one unalterable premise: the only function of a religiouw 


service is praver, and that prayer is a religious experience and not 


a social exercise. If a synagogue is a place to meet friends, anda § 


service the occasion for displaying the latest fashions, then we 
must agree that “if I can sit next to my wife in the movies, I can 
sit next to her in the Temple.” But if a synagogue ‘is a makom 
kadosh, a holy place reserved for prayer, and if prayer is the worship 
of God, then the issue of mixed pews or separate pews can be 
resolved only by referring to this more basic question: does the 


contemplated change add_to or detract from our religious experience? 


Our question then is: does the family pew enhance the religiow 
depth of prayer? If it does, then let us accept it. If it does not, let 
us stamp it once and for all as an alien intrusion into the synagogue, 
one which destroys its very essence. 


Tue Jewish CoNncEPT OF PRAYER 


To know the effect of mixed seating on the Jewish religious 
quality of prayer, we must first have some idea of the Jewish 
concept of prayer. Within the confines of this short essay we 
cannot ‘hope to treat the matter exhaustively. But we can, I believe, 


Theodore Frankel, “Suburban School, (June, 
1958) p. 486. 
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present just a few insights, sufficient to illuminate the question at 
hand. 

Prayer in Hebrew is called tefillah, which comes from the word 
which means “‘to judge one’s self.’? When the Jew prays, he does 
not submit an itemized list of requests to God; he judges himself 
before God, he looks at himself from the point of view of God. — 
Nothing is calculated to give man a greater feeling of awe and 
humility. Th¢ Halakhah refers to prayer as abodah she-ba-leb, 

which means: gre service or sacrifice of the heart. When we pray, 
we open our Hearts to God; nay, we offer Him our hearts. At the © 
moment of prayer, we submit completely to His will, and we feel 
purged of any selfishness, of any pursuit of our own pleasure or 
satisfaction. The words of King David, ‘“‘Know before Whom you 
stand,”’ have graced many an Ark. When we know before Whom we 
stand, we forget ourselves. At that moment we realize how truly 
insecure and lonely and abandoned we really are without Him. 
That is how a‘ Jew approaches God—out of solitude and insecurity, 
relying completely upon Him for his very breath. This complete 
concentration on God, this awareness only of Him and nothing 
or no one else, is called Ravvanah; and the direction of one’s mind to 
God in utter and complete concentration upon Him, is indispen- 
sable for prayer. Without kavvanah, prey becomes j just-a senseless 
of words. 


For kavvanah to be present in prayer, it is necessary to eliminate — 
every source of distraction. When the mind is distracted, kavvanah 
is impossible, for then we cannot concentrate on and understand 
and mean the words our lips pronounce. And as long as men will 
be men and women will be women, there is nothing more distract- 
ing in prayer than mixed company. 

Orthodox Jews have a high regard for the pulchritude of Jewish 
women. As a rule, we believe, a Jewess is beautiful. Her comeliness 
is so attractive, that it is distractive; kavvanah in her presence is 
extremely difficult. It is too much to expect of a man, sitting in 
feminine company, to concentrate fully’ upon the sacred words of 
the Siddur and submit completely to God: We are speaking of the 
deepest recesses of the human heart; it is there that prayer origin- 
ates. And how can one expect a man’s heart to be with God when 


his eyes are attracted ¢lsewhere ? We are speaking of human beings, 
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. hot angels, and the Halakhah recognizes both the strength and - 


weakness of a man. It is simply too much to ask of a man that he 
sit in the company of women, that he behold their loveliness—and 
at the same time undergo a great religious experience. What man 
can-feel the nearness of God when if he but raises his eye from the 
corner of the Siddur he finds himself attracted to more earthly 
pursuits which do not exactly encourage his utter devotion to the 
pursuit of Godliness? (And what woman can concentrate on the 
ultimate issues of life and feel the presence of God, when she is 
far more interested in exhibiting a new dress or new chapeau? 
How can she try to attract the attention of God when she may be 
_ trying much harder to attract the attention of some man?) When 
the sexes are, separated, the chances for such distraction are 
greatly teduced.? | 

1. This argument has often been objected to on the grounds that it takes an 
unrealistic and exaggerated view of man’s erotic responsiveness and that certainly 
- devout Jews who come to pray should not be suspected of romantic daydreaming. 
_ That such objections can be raised seriously in our present post-Freudian culture 
and society is unthinkable. Evidently, our Sages, who lived in a society of much 
greater moral restraint, had a keener and more realistic insight into psychology 
’ than many of us moderns in our sophisticated society where the most grievous 
‘moral offense is no longer regarded as particularly shocking. " 

The late Dr. Kinsey’s works prove that the intuitive insights of the Jewish sages 
are confirmed by modern statistics and sexological theory. In his first book (Kinsey, 
Pomeroy, and Martin, Sexua: Behavior in the Human Male [Phila. & London; 


W. B. Saunders Co., 1948] p. 363), Kinsey and his associates inform us of an— 


_ inverse relationship between full sexual expression and erotic responsiveness to 
visual stimulation. Upper-level males have much lower frequency of full sexual 
outlet than lower-level males; they are therefore far moe responsive to external 
sexual stimuli, such as the very presence of women, than the lower level males. 
In addition, ‘‘the higher degree of eroticism in the upper level male may also be 

consequent on his greater capacity to’ visualize situations which are not immediately 
at hand.”’ 


Thus, greater erotic responsiveness is experienced by higher class men, both’ 
because of their greater restraint from full sexual outlet and because of their greater 


capacity for imagining efotic situations. It is well-known that the great majority 
_ of American Jews fall into this category of ‘‘upper-level males."’ And certainly the 
more advanced education of so many American Jews needs no documentation here. 


' Add to this the fact that, according to Kinsey’s statistics, the more pious have 


a-lower rate of sexual activity than the less pious, (ibid., 469-472) and it is fairly 
evident that if erotic thoughts are to be prevented during worship, as indeed they 
must be, then the synagogue-going Jew needs the safeguard of separate seating 
certainly no less than anyone else. 

This Jewish insight into the human mind, upon which is based the institution of 
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, Separate Pews in the Synagogue 
FRIVOLITY 


And it is not only that what one sees prevents one from experi- 
encing kavvanah, but that mixed company in general, in the relaxed 
and non-business-like atmosphere of the synagogue, is conducive 
to a kind of frivolity—not disrespectful, but levity nonetheless. 
And if a synagogue is to rétain its character as a holy place, it must 
possess kedushah, or holiness. Holiness in Judaism has a variety 
of meanings, but mostly it means transcendence, the ability to 
grow above one’s limits, the ability to reach upwards. Holiness 
is defined by many of our Sages as perishah me-arayot—separation - 
from immorality or immoral thoughts. That is why on Yom 
Kippur, the holiest day of the year, the portion of the Torah read 
in the afternoon deals with the arayot, with the prohibitions of 
various sexual relations, such as incest, adultery, etc. For only by 
transcending one’s biological self does one reach his or her spiritual 
staturé. Only by separating one’s self from sensual thoughts and 
wants can one achieve the state of holiness. It miay be true, as 
modern Jews like to hear so often, that Judaism sees nothing © 
inherently wrong or sinful about sex. But that does not mean 
that it is to be regarded as a harmless exercise not subject to any 
control or discipline.’ And its control, even refraining from any 
thoughts about it, is indispensable for an atmosphere of kedushah 
or holiness. So that the very fact of mixed company, despite our 


separate pews, is thus neither exaggerated nor insulting; it is merely realistic. We 
might add that women find it more difficult to accept this thesis than men. This is a _ 
quite understandable phenomenon. Women have greater purity of mind than do 
men. According to Prof. Kinsey, they are half as responsive to visual stimulation 
as are men. (Kinsey, Pomeroy, Martin, & Gebhard, Sexual Behavior in the Human 
Female |Phila. & London, W. B. Saunders Co., 1953], p. 651). No wonder that 
Orthodox Rabbis often find it harder to convince women than men of the prepetety 
of separate pews! 

1. We are indebted to Dr. Kinety for recording the intriguing paradox of, on the 
one hand, the openness and frankness of Jews in talking about sex and, on the 
other hand, their relatively greater restraint in its full biological (and especially 
illicit) expression (Sexual Behavior in the Human Male, p. 486). Perishah me-arayot 
is a matter of principled self-discipline, not prudishness. And this and other such 
Jewish attitudes color the lives even of those non-observant Jews who have had 
very little contact with Judaism. ‘“The influence of several thousand years of Jewish 
sexual philosophy is not to be ignored in the search for any, final explanation of 
these data.”’ 


157 


i 


TRADITION: A Journal of Orthodox Jewish Thought 


very best intentions, gives rise to the kind of milieu which makes 
holiness impossible. ‘‘Know before Whom you stand,” we wer 
commanded, and not “know next to whom you are sitting.” 
“Tt requires a great effort to realize before Whom we stand, for suck 
realization is more than having a thought in one’s mind. It is, 
_ knowledge in which the whole person is involved; the mind, the 
heart, body, and soul. To know it is to forget everything else, 


including the self.” That is why halakhic authorities have ruled . 


that a synagogue with mixed pews loses its status as a holy place 
in the judgment of Halakhah. 


BASHFULNESS 


In addition to distraction and frivolousness, there is yet another 


aspect of mixed seating which makes it undesirable for an authentic. . 


ally Jewish synagogue. And that is the matter of bashfulness. 

Few of us are really ‘ourselves’ at all times. We ‘change 
personalities” for different occasions. ‘The man who at home does 
nothing but grumble and complain is all charm when talking to: 
customer. The harried housewife who shouts at her children all 
day speaks in a dignified whisper when the doctor comes to visit. 
And especially when we are in mixed company we like to “put up: 
front,”’ we take special care to talk in a certain way, smile a certain 
way, we become more careful of posture, of looks, of expression, 
of our sense of humor. These things are not necessarily done 
consciously—they just happen as part of our natural psychological 
reaction. 

Now prayer, real Jewish prayer, the kind we should strive for 2 
all times though we achieve it rarely, demands full concentration 
on our part. It must monopolize our attention. It insists that we be 
unconcerned with our outer appearance at that time. And full and 
undiminished concentration.on the holy words of the Siddur car 
sometimes result,in unusual physical expression. Sometimes it cat 
move us to tears. Sometimes the spiritual climate of a particular 
‘passage makes us want to smile with happiness. At other times we 
feel inclined to concentrate strongly and shut out all interference 
from the outer world, so that our foreheads become wrinkled ané 


1. Abraham J. Heschel, God in Search of Man (New York: For Straus & 
Cudahy, 1955), 407 
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our eyes shut and our. fists clenched—the physical symptoms of 
intense thought. Sometimes we feel like reciting a verse aloud, of 
giving full vocal expression to our innermost feelings. ‘‘All my 
bones shall say, O my Lord who is like Thee ?””? 

And can this ever be done in a mixed group? When we are so 
concerned with our appearances, can we ever abandon ourselves 
so freely to prayer? When we tend to be self-conscious, can we 
become fully God-conscious? Are we not much too bashful, in 
mixed company, to give such expression to our prayer? In con- 
gregations maintaining separate seating, it is usual to hear the 
worshippers worshipping, each addressing God at his own rate 
and in his own intonation and with his whole individual being. Do 
we ordinarily hear such davenning at the Temples? Is the mechan- 
ical reading-in-urlison and the slightly bored responsive reading 
and the deadly-silent silent-meditations—is this davenning, the 
rapturous flight of the worshipper’s soul to God? Have not the 
mixed pews and the attendant bashfulness thoroughly frustrated 
the expression of prayer ? 

An English poet, James Montgomery, once wrote that prayer is 


: ‘The motion of a hidden fire 
That trembles in the, breast. 
Prayer is the burden of a sigh, 
The falling of a tear, 
The upward glancing of an eye 
» When none but God is near. 


Note thag the -inner experience of prayer results in an outward 


_ physical expression as well. And in the mixed company of a 


family-pew-Temple, who is not going to be bashful? Who will 
tremble just a bit, and give vent to a sigh, and shed a tear, and glance 
upward with a pleading eye? Who is brave enough and unbashful 


_ enough to risk looking ludicrous by becoming absorbed in prayer 


and letting the innermost thoughts and feelings show outwardly, 


‘without any inhibition ? Bashfulness presents enough of a problem | 


as is, without the added complication of mixed seating which © 
takes Ravvanah out of the level of the difficult and into the realm 
of the highly 


1. Psalms 35:10. 
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Tue SENsE OF INSECURITY 


To understand the next point in favor of mechitzah, we must |, than 
mention yet one other argument in favor of family pews that merits | jhe ; 
our serious attention—the desire of a wife to sit next to her husband | addr 

because of the feeling of strength and protection and security that 
his presence gives her. (The old and oft- repeated desire for 
mixed pews because “‘he has to show me.the, page in the Siddur” is ’ 
no longer relevant. In most synagogues there are regular announ- 
cements of the page from the pulpit if necessary to serve this Tl 
purpose.) That such feeling exists we cannot doubt—and it is a sepa 
genuine one too. of ct 

What is the verdict of our Tradition on this issue? First, it ] is fy 
should be clear that when we pray, we must do so for ail I srael and and 
for all humanity, not just each for his own little family. Only can | 
occasionally is there a special prayer for the members of one’s | are ; 
family or one’s self; usually our prayers are phrased in the plural, [| jp ey 

ee indicating our concern for all the community. Praying in public | we 
_ only for the family is a relic from ancient days when the family ]  polic 

_ worshipped as a tribal unit. And Judaism has from the beginning taine 

rejected the pagan institution of the household idol and all its ]} gion 

trappings. the 
Second, as Rabbi J. B. Soloveitchik has pointed out, this T 

reliance upon a husband or a wife is precisely the opposite of the | shall 

Jewish concept of prayer. As was mentioned before, the approach | “An 

of the Jew to God must be out of a sense of isolation, of insecurity, | tion 

of defenselessness. There must be a recognition that without God | espe 

none of us has:any security at all, that my husband’s life is depend- | Qyr 

ent on God’s will, his strength on God’s favor, his health on God's ]  aggir 

goodness. Standing before God there is no other source of safety. | mer 

It is only when we do not have that feeling of reliance on others that | men 

we can achieve faith in God. When we leave His preseare we F latio 


may feel a sense of security and safety in life. pagz 
Third, and finally, when Orthodoxy tells the modern woman not | elab 
to worship at the side of her husband in whom she so trusts, it v 


reveals an appreciation of her spiritual competence much greater | ‘mix 
than that of the Reformers and half-Reformers who offer mixed } an y 
pews for this very reason. Torah tells her that she need not rely 


1. The Day-Morning Journal, November 22, 1954, Pp. 5- | 2. 
160 7 


| 
equa 


Separate Pews in the Synagogue 
upon a strong, superior, male. It tells her that she is his spiritual 
equal and is as worthy of approaching God by herself as he is. 
It reminds her that women are the daughters of God no less 
¢ than men are His sons, and that our Father is no less disposed to 
the company of His daughters than of His sons. It tells her to 
address God by herself; that she both cannot and peed not rely 
on anyone else. 


- MIMICRY 


The final reason we offer in favor of the age-old system of 
separate seating at all religious services is that of religious mimicry, 
of copying from other faiths. ‘The principle of Jewish separateness 
is fundamental to our people and our religion. We are different _ 
and we are unique. There is no other people about whom no one. 
can agree- whether they are nation, race, or religion, because they 
are all three, and more. There is no other people that has lived | 
in exile for two thousand years and then returned to its homeland. 
We are different in the way we pray, in the food we eat, in the 
holidays we observe, in the strange hopes we have always enter- 
tained for the future. And it is this separateness, this anti-assimila- 
tion principle, which has kept us alive and distinct throughout 
the ages in all lands and societies and civilizations. 

The source of this principle in the Bible is the verse “Neither 
shall ye walk in their ordinanees,”! and similar verses, such as . 
“And ye shall not walk in the customs of the nations.””* Our Tradi- 
tion understood this prohibition against imitating others to refer 
especially to the ap ape from gentile cults and forms of worship. 
Our ritual was to be completely Jewish and in no Way were we to 
assimilate any gentile religious practices. But this is more than a 
mere verse. ‘According to Maimonides, this principle is so funda- 
mentai that it is responsible for a major part of the Torah’s legis- 
lation. Many a mitzvah was given, he says, to prevent our mimicking. 
pagan rituals. Most of Part III of the Guide for the Perplexed is an 
elaboration of this principle. _ 

We can now see why from this point of view the whole idea of 
mixed seating in the synagogue is thoroughly objectionable. It is 
an unambiguous case of religious a ‘The alien model 1 in this 


1. Lev. 18:3. 
2. ibid., 20:23. 
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case is Christianity; worse yet, the specifically parte root of 
Christianity. 

In its very earliest history, while still alder the influence of 
classical Judaism, Christianity maintained a traditional Jewish 
attitude towards women’s participation in religious services, wd 
already found a strong’pagan undercurrent making itself felt jg 
opposition. It was Paul who found it necessary to admonish | 
Corinthian Christians to prevent their women from preaching ‘in 
the church.’ The position of the early church was against allowing 
its women to take part audibly i in public worship, and-included ; 
_ prohibition on’ praying in mixed company.? The Pauline position 
was clearly ‘“‘a rule taken over from the synagogue and maintained 
in the primitive church.’’* The Corinthian Church proved, hov. 
ever, to be a channel for the introduction of pagan elements into 
Christianity, foreign elements which later were to become organic 
parts of that religion. Corinth itself was a city of pleasure, noted for 
its immorality which usually had religious sanction. It was full of 
prostitutes, thousands of courtesans attached to the temple of 
Aphrodite. This pagan evironment, with its moral laxity, had 
profound effect upon the Corinthian Church.‘ The effort to 
introduce mixed seating and women’s preaching is thus part of the 
pagan heritage of Christianity, just as Paul’s initial efforts to resist 
these reforms were part of Christianity’s Jewish heritage. The pagan 
influence ultimately dominated, and today mixed seating is a 
typically Christian institution. 


When Jews agitate for mixed pews they are guilty, therefore 
of religious mimicry. In this case, as stated, it is a borrowing from 


paganism® transmitted to the modern world by way of Christianity. 


In the more immediate sense, it is a borrowing from Christianity 
itself—for who of us stops to consider the historical antecedents of 
a particular ritual or institution which attracts us ? Mixed seating 
thus represents a desire by Jews to Christianize their synagogues 


1. I Corinthians 14:34, 35. 

2. Charles C. Ryrie, The Place of Women in the Church (New York: Macmillan 
Co., 1958) pp. 78-80. 

3. F. Godet, First Epistle to the, Corinthians (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1887) 
Il, pp. 324, 325. 

4. ibid., pp. 7, 60, 62, 140. 

5. This point was conceded by the late Prof. Louis Ginzberg, the Talmud expert 
of the Conservative movement, in a letter quoted in Conservative Judaism, Vol. X! 
(Fall, 1956), p. 39. 
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Separate Pews in the Synagogue 


imitating the practices of contemporary Christian churches. 
And this kind of mimicry is, as we pointed out, a violation not. 
only of a specific law of the Torah, but an offense against the whole 
spirit of Torah. 

Lest the reader still remain skeptical of our thesis that mixed 
ating represents a pagan- -Christianization of the synagogue, he 
ought to consider the origin of mixed pews in the synagogue itself. 
Reform in Europe did not know of mixed seating. It was first 
introduced in America by Isaac Mayer Wise, in about 1825, when 
he borrowed a Baptist Church for his Reform services in Albany, 
\.Y., and found the mixed pews of the church so to his liking that 
he decided to retain this feature for his temple!? ? 

We thus have only one conclusion as far as this is concerned— 
that those who have favored family pews have unwittingly advanced _ 
the cause of the paganization and Christianization of our Synago- 
gues. Understanding that it is wrong to assimilate Jews, we are 
now witnessing the attempt to assimilate Judaism. And when a 
congregation finds itself wondering whether to submit to the 
pressure for mixed pews, it must consider this among other things: 
Are we to remain a Jewish synagogue—or a semi-pagan house of 
worship? Are we to incorporate the ezrat nashim of the Holy 
Temple—or the family pew of the Baptist Church? Are we to 
carry on in the spirit of Jerusalem—or of Corinth? Are we to — 
follow the teachings of Hillel and R. Akiba and Maimonides—or 
of Isaac Mayer Wise and his ministerial colleagues ? 


_ CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, we do not mean to imply that the rationale elabor- 
ated in this essay should be the primary motive for the observance 
by moderns of kedushat beit ha-kenesset, the sanctity of the syna- 
gogue, which requires the separate seating of men and women in 
its confines. The Halakhah is essentially independent of the reasons 
the Jews of every succeeding age discover in and ascribe to it, 


and its sacred origin is enough to commend its acceptance by 


faithful Jews. What we did want to accomplish—and if we have 
failed it is the fault of the author, not of Orthodox Judaism—is to 


i, Samuel S. Cohen, ‘‘Reform Judaism” in Jewish Life in America (ed. Freedman 
and Gordis) p. 86, | 
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show that even without the specific - clear judgment of th 
Halakhah, separate seating ought to the only arrangement 
acceptable to serious-minded modern Jews; for it is consistent ng 
only with the whole tradition of Jewish morality and the Philos. 
ophy of Jewish prayer, but also with the enlightened self-interes 
of modern Jewish men and women—and children—from a socig) 
and psychological. point of view. 
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Eliezer Livneh 


A prolific author, social thinker, and former member 
of Israel’s Knesset, Ejiezer ‘Livneh is editor of the 
well-known intellectual Israeli weekly, Be-terem. 
Mr. Livneh is known as an outspoken critic who has 
risked and suffered expulsion from the governing 
Mapai party in Israel because of his frank non- 
conformism to party doctrine. The present essay, 

» translated from the Hebrew by Gerald J. Blidstein, is a 
critique of secularism from within by one who has long 
been identified with socialism and secular Zionism. 
His conclusion marks a significant step in the te th 
of one of Israel’s leading intellectuals. , 


SECULAR CIVILIZATION AT AN 
IMPASSE 


There are values, which are acknowledged by all of our generation, 


be they socialists or capitalists, nationalists or internationalists, 
Pan-Europeans or devotees of American: society. It is to these 
certain valties, held in common by the entire Western world, 
that we shall limit our analysis in the current essay. Were we to 
discuss an ideal attractive to but one part of society—socialism, 
for example—the non-socialist would maintain that the failure of 
this ideal is of no consequence to him. Let us discuss, therefore, 
that fate of ideals accepted by all Western Civilization. . 


A Hicu STANDARD oF LIVING 


A high standard of living is a value agreed upon by all modern 
society, including that of Israel. It is considered worth expending 
a great deal of effort to achieve this goal—there is no effort, in 
fact, too gxeat. Were this desire for a higher standard of living 
eliminated from the politics practiced by the majority of Western 
states, an important part of their policy would crumble. This 
goal is not merely a physical-materialistic one in the sense of a 
desire for luxury, for improved artifacts, vacations, pleasant 


housing, and so on, but has been considered, at least for the past 


1§0-200 years, a noble ethical ideal. ‘The human race will improve 
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itself fundamentally by the elimination of want and heavy physica] yet 
labor which saps the strength of man and leaves him no time for | cri 
leisure and rest. Man will be nobler and easier to get along with, | mor 

he will love his neighbor more, have better control over his passions, } of ti 
and be blessed with great creative powers. If his standard of T 

. living is raised, he will have more leisure time and more energy | 
; available for use in his after-work hours. fami 
On this foundation was built the philosophy of the Progressive | boys 
Civilization, the secular faith that we are progressing, through } race 
technological and social achievments, from bad to good, or at least # occa 
from a greater evil to a lesser one. The desire for a high standard } othe 
of living was, then, an ethical and spiritual longing as well. The ] plea 
intellectual struggles ot modern society, the disagreements. between: | The 
socialists and liberals, between radical and conservative democrats ] lecty 
—all were concerned with who could achieve the highest standard J} peas 

_ of living for the greatest number of people in the shortest possible } beca 
e time. The very assumption that the highest standard of living ff here 
possible is a noble ideal worthy of great sacrifice, was never J past 
questioned. grap 
But now we have reached a point where this ideal is suspect. J nervy 

‘ In order to understand this, we must examine those states which J. man 
have achieved a high standard of living, states in which hunger | She. 
and economic hardship have disappeared, low grade housing elimin- } ble.” 


ated, mass epidemics sharply reduced, and free education given Re 

to all. , | ago, 

Let us take two examples: the United States and Sweden. Both | four 

. countries have realized the dreams of the progressive movements: F zeal 


the eight-hour work day, then the forty-hour week. The problem J Rilk 
then became one of /eisure time, not of overwork. It appears that [ cult: 
_ the more leisure time and prosperity, beyond a certain level | fami 
the more crime and the deeper the moral deterioration. In Israel, | woul 
we are presently worried about juvenile crime in the ‘well-to-do } This 
families.”’ In the progressive Western society, the sons of a laborer J not t 
may be considered as belonging to a ‘well-to-do family.” Ther } ana 
do not work until the age of eighteen, their education is guaranteed | necti 
by the state, and they need not worry about their aging parents | Esse 
who are provided for by Social Security. It was once held that crime W 
is caused by hunger, and prostitution by hardship. We now se § socie 
that this notion is groundless. Crime ‘today is not the result o sens 
_ hardship. There is no economic hardship in the United States, 
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yet juvenile crime in the “‘well-to-do families” is increasing. Sex 
crimes and drunkenness abound in Sweden and a rejection of 
morality is quite stylish in this progressive state. With a surplus 
of time, energy, and prosperity—crime multiplies! | 

The films of James Dean, describing American youth’s ‘“‘holi- 
days” and “sports,” are well known. The son of a privileged 


‘family has a car and other mechanical instruments... Sometimes 


boys acquire an old airplane engine, install it in a used car, and 
race at unbelievable speed over the highways—a game which 
occasionally ends in disaster and tragedy. But this does not restrain 
others from participating in this sport which, it seems, is quite 
pleasurable. The feeling of tenseness, we hear, “is wonderful’. 
The modern ‘drinking party’’ of the young generation of intel- 
lectuals also fits this pattern. ‘They do not get drunk, as the Russian 
peasant did, out of hardship and physical despair; they drink 
because of a profound ennui, a spiritual despair. One will not find 
here the boisterousness which characterized the drunkenness of 
past generations. Rather, each sits in his private corner, the phono- 
graph providing provocative music, and the group imbibes in a 
nervous, indifferent, and insensible mood. One sees a pleasant 


-man turn to an educated woman: “Perhaps you'll come with me?” | 


She glances at him and yawns the answer: “‘It isn’t worth the trou 
Recently, America has seen an increase in sadism, Just two years 
ago, New York was. the scene of the frightening prosecution of 
four young men (Jews) who were truly “privileged.” One was a 
zealous reader of Rilke’s poetry (and what is more delicate than 
Rilke’s poetry ?), the second played the violin; the others too had 
cultural interests, and all were sons of prosperous, intellectual 
families. The boys would go to one of the larger parks where they 
would accost and torture an old man or woman or a helpless drunk. © 
This was done with no intent of robbery or theft. Their victims were 
not their enemies. There was no contest or rivalry.involved. It was 
an act of pure sadism. James Dean’s last film emphasized the con- 
nection between senseless exposure to danger and pointless torture, 
Essentially the satisfaction is derived from enjoyment of torture. 
We thus come to a very interesting point. If indeed the aim of 
society is to achieve a high standard of living, in a materialistic. 
sense, for the purpose of pleasure and “a good time,” then the 
Most intense non-intellectual pleasures are those of the pervert. 
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The enjoyment derived from the unnatural sex act, for example, i 
much greater than that resulting from the normal, healthy ac, 
If the object is the heightening of materialistic pleasures, technolo. 
gical or physical, then the heroes of James Dean are a portrait of 
the future of Western Civilization. This is no literary conceit— 
is a social trend. Of course, many have not yet achieved this high 
living standard. There are still anxieties, Social Security payments 
are too low, one must care for aged parents, children are bor, 

. studies must be financed. But where great ‘‘progress’’ has been 
g achieved—the consequences are as we described. 

Which country boasts the most widespread incidence of drunken. 
ness and the largest number of crimes committed under influence 
of alcohol ? According to earlier socialistic theory this peak should 
have been reached by a poor land, such as Spain or Poland. Thes 


countries, it is true, do not lack their share of drunkards, drunkard: [- 


' from despair and exasperation. But the country in which drunken- 
ness has eaten its way into the very heart and soul of the land is 
Sweden—that most prominent example of a country with a high 
standard. of living, adequate social security, universal education, 
and other utilitarian achievements. 

A higher standard of living has thus brought with it an increase 
in crime and decadence, not the hoped-for increased dignity di. 
man. This is not restricted to the aristocratic stratum of society 


which has known these phenomena throughout history. In our da §. 


the phenomena desctibed are common among the masses and art 
spreading to millions of clerks who have no organizational respor- 
sibility resting on their shoulders. Who are the young peopk 
who are seized by the rock n’ roll fever in England, who frequen 
the movie houses, dance-halls and alleys of the city, and in ther 
intoxicated mood sometimes attack people without reason ? They 
are the sons of workers and clerks, not members of the higher 
classes; they issue from that class of humanity which, according 
to Karl Marx, was to redeem not only itself but all mankind. 
What is the significance of rock n’ roll from the standpoint of the 
development of the dance in Western culture? The minut 


appeared at the beginning of modern times, and was followed bi | 


waltz and the mazurka. We have now produced rock n’ roll. 
This is the pattern of development. At first there reigned the 
delicate, restrained dance, the dance with the subdued rhythm. 
It was a cultural phenomenon which disciplined and educated. 
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Secular Civilization at an Impasse 

Rock n’ roll, however, is a release of energy without restraint and 
refinement. Nikita Kruschev once remarked: “Rock n’ roll repre- 
sents an assault upon our present civilization by the cave *man.”’ 
He was not completely correct. The cave man’s dance was part | 
of a religious ceremony, and was not merely the result of an 
animalistic, bestial outburst. It comprehended the element of . 
prayer. Now the cave man has returned,*less the religious ceremony 
and less the prayer. For to whom can our contemporary pray? 
Can he search for a Being which transcends his personality, at a 
time when his personality and its unbridled pleasure are his highest — 
value? Rock n’ roll is not the expression of the primitive cave man; 
it is the reappearance of a cave man ) whe has obliterated all traces 
of his spiritual experience. 

When viewed in this light, the atomic bomb takes on a different 


_ significance. I do not believe that mankind will be destroyed by - 


atomic or hydrogen bombs; but neither do I believe that their use 
isin any way alien to the modern temper. The Nazis did not war 
for the glory of Germany alone, but for the stimulation which 
the war implied, as well. They tortured men and annihilated 
millions more for the satisfaction they received from causing pain 
and destruction than from any imperialistic consideration. Freud 
showed that man was endowed with a death-wish as well as an _ 
instinct for life, that man longs to destroy as well as create, to 


demolish and eradicate maliciously as well as to produce and to — 


give life lovingly. It is not clear which of the two drives, when 
fulfilled, grants the greater pleasure. A strong possibility exists that 
the drive of hatred, ravage, and revenge is the more satisfying ; 
otherwise, many things would be inexplicable. Though this 


problem, in its full tragic impact, was .known since the dawn of | 


avilization, it remained for our era to make the psychological 
discovery. The Greeks sought an outlet—a “sublimation’’—in — 
agonistics, in the organized aesthetic contest which included com- 
petition, recreation, and beauty. Modern materialistic civilization 


is liberating itself from the confines of this sublimation, and. of 


this self-restraint. 


/ Freud summarized his life’s experience in the dictum: there is 
no satisfaction in civilization. It is true, there is no satisfaction in a 


secular civilization. Perhaps rational considerations will forbid the 
world’s using atomic bombs. But intellect and reason are merely the 
abstract summary of experience, and perhaps the reason of those in 
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charge of the nuclear bombs will one day decide that 4 wond 
intoxicating feeling of domination can be experienced through an 
atomic cataclysm—universal metastasis, a second Creation! Our 
present generation was tortured by. the horrors of a World War 
But a generation will soon come for whom these memories will pot 
be a restraining force. The desire to destroy still exists; it merely | it 
needs to he enlisted and justified. The Earth appears to be but an: 
anthill to young jet pilots who fly beyond the speed of sound. They 
feel that they control large bodies of land; cities can be demolished 
by the push of a button. This is an intoxicating feeling of power, a 
very satisfying and pleasurable sensaticn. If we but add that 
secular man lacks an inner, basic, self-restraint for this desire to T 
dominate—this urge which explains movements disguised by such ] 
words as socialism and nationalism—then we can understand thata | 
fear of the destruction of the world by hydrogen bombs isa | ty 
realistic fear, a logical fear, in our civilization. If the world wil [| et 
ever be destroyed by nuclear bombs, the destroyers will surely J pe 
derive a great deal of pleasure therefrom. al 
Cultures are toppled in two ways. First, the course known | ti 
through the history of the West: the civilization is destroyed by. J sc 
external pressure} by peoples called “‘barbarians.”” They smashed J is 
Roman and Byzantine civilization. But the destruction was only | al 
partial; much remained. The barabarians were taught by the f th 
nations they conquered—they acquired Christianity from Rome | px 
and Greece, they learned refined ways of life, and absorbed | pr 
_ something of Hellenic aestheticism. The roots remained and 
_ ftuctified. Destruction is complete only when it is accomplished | co 
from within, for then there is the power to ravage and destroy [gr 
completely. This spectre is well-known to cultures whose memory J in 
embraces long periods of time, such as Hinduism and Buddhism. | ta 
| They know that there were magnificent civilizations which were } nc 
yp completely demolished by their own might, and that nobody learns | en 
: from their desolation. These civilizations were destroyed not by T 
foreign barbarians but from within. Western civilization too J in 
possesses dim| memories of this type, mostly of a mythological } scl 
nature, such al the legend of Atlantis—a rich society, refined and | if 
- developed, which was destroyed by its inner crumbling. Perhaps } U1 
something of this sort is implied in the story of the Tower of Babel. J an 
The utter destruction of a civilization was nevér accomplished by J ini 
barbarians; they can only destroy — Complete destruction | 80 
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| a ected only with the closing of the ring within, when the bivilize- 


tion has created the technical means for its complete destruction 
and has eliminated the ethical and spires forces which preserve 
the society. 

When technology becomes an end unto itself, it must destroy 
itself. There is no escape. 


I]. UNIVERSAL SECURITY 


Let us take another accepted value as an example: social security. 
This is not identical with a high standard of living. We can have 
economic and social security without a high standard of living. 
Most socialists consider social security the nobler ideal of the 
two. It is considered not merely a social accomplishment, but an. 
ethical value in secular society: each man must be protected from alk 
peril, from cradle to grave. One must be protected from illness, 
anxieties about old age, fear of unemployment and costs of educa- 
tion, family cares, worries about.vacation and hospitalization, and 
so on. One’s wealth must be insured as well, and ef course the same 
is true for agricultural produce.‘Everything must be insured against __ 
all danger, jeopardy, and unexpected developments. We assume 
that as we extend social security into more areas and limit the 
possibility of damage to the individual and to public bodies, we are 
progressing. 

We have @hieved very interesting results in this field: ‘Those 
countries which enlarged and. increased their social security pro- 
grams became entangled in economic problems. If everything is 
insured, why should one exert oneself, why strain the nerves and 
take the initiative, especially if salary differences are practically 


- non-existent ? Why be independent ? Is it not better to be a salaried 


employee with no responsibility for plant and production quotas? 
This slackening of effort is evident even among the masses of 


industrialized England. Perhaps there are voluntary social-insurance — 


schemes which can curtail this relaxation in production, especially 
if they are accompanied by sore economic differentiation. In the 
United States, where the majority of insurance is not state provided, 


_ and where there is a.striking economic differentation, there is great 


initiative. A practical_contradiction has been revealed between 


social security and economic equality. Both ideals, when achieved, 
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_ do not dovetail. If we want to maintain extensive security ing JP « 
dynamic industrial society, then the differentiation must be great, 
_However, the impact of all-embracing security on the individual 
is even more important. We thought that if a man was provided 
with security, he would be elevated, decent, courageous and | p 
possessed of initiative in all areas of work and life. Once man is J 4. 
freed of worry for his physical existence, we believed, he will make th 
daring inventions and achieve great intellectual development and Jy, 
ethical sensitivity. All this was painted in bright colors in the ff ¢, 
utopian novels of the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of 
the twentieth century. Today, we are beginning to suspect tha J y 
this phrase “from cradle to grave’’ is quite infantile. If the average 
man is protected from everything, why should he attempt to — 4, 
improve himself? He is well off. But if he is “well off,” does tha J 
mean that he himself will be ‘‘good’’? | | 
An affair such as the Dreyfus case was possible only in the nine- 
teenth century. A single man was dealt with unjustly. It was not J. p. 
necessarily the affront to the Jewish people that aroused public J y, 
opinion. There were many anti-Semites among the French who ] y, 
demanded a redress of the wrong done. Col. Piquart, who wa | 
imprisoned because of his efforts on behalf of Dreyfus and was ge 
practically declared a traitor to his country, was an anti-Semite. | 4, 
Clemenceau, too, was no great lover of Jews. But millions of of 
th 


Frenchmen sensed that a great crime was committed, that justice _ 

was not done, that one man had been wronged. They would not 
tolerate the perpetration of an injustice within France, even against — 
a single man. . of 
There are some among us who boast that our State of Israelis } 
a beacon for other nations, and that it symbolizes the consummation } 
| of the prophetic dream, the Messianic vision. But are many of | ap 
_Q our people aroused at acts of injustice, iniquity, and crime? And m 
| if someone does protest, he is considered ‘frustrated, eccentric, and ag 
unsociable. This is not a phenomenon peculiar to Israel. We exist J 4; 
on the charity of others, and any beggars’ community can be | ¢ 
neither overly righteous nor outspokenly virtuous. However, the J go, 

public conscience is drowsy in even the most firmly established |, 
democracies. Is there absolutely no connection between this } qo 
phenomenon and the all-embracing security furnished by the J} ap 
State? If the State provides everything, why protest against it! 
And if the ruling clique is brazenly unjust, “What do I care?” and fF wy 
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“What do you care?” The most important thing is to know how 
to “get along,’’ and it is ama “to get along”’ if one is at peace 
with the authorities. 

A while ago, I conversed with two outstanding young men about 
Djilas. They praised the man and his ideas. Before we parted, | 
asked, ‘What does our young generation of intellectuals truly 
think of Djilas ?” After a moment, the answer came: ‘‘The fellows 
think: ‘the ass, why is he in prison? Because. he could not refrain | 
from saving what he thought.’” In other words, if a person ex- 
presses his opinion at the cost of sacrificing his convenience, he is a 
dunce. Of course, most original thinkers, in art and science and 
religion as well as in politics, would be better off by not expressing 
themselves freely. But the root of human progress lies a/ways in 
doubting and questioning, and in the readiness of the doubters and 
innovators to forfeit comfort and to risk both personal and social 
security. Without this readiness to forfeit security nothing great can 


be achieved. Only God created the world with absolute security; 


wé must create amid uncertainty, uncertainty even as to whether 
we are improving the situation at all. If personal security is really 
most important, then Djilas is'an ‘‘ass.”” Could he not manage to 
get along with ‘Tito ? Of course he could have! He was his assistant 
and co-worker for twenty years; al Just had to forego some of his 
opinions. 

In the past, two spiritual-historical sources of Bitern Culture, 
the prophetic ‘I am weary with forebearing’” and the Hellenic 
competitive quest for ever higher heights, influenced the direction 
of that culture. What these two traditions held in common—a most 
valuable common denominator—was that the ruling authorities © 
should never be established too securely, that differences of opinion 


and changes of government were indispensable. As long as this . 


mental climate prevailed, there was some guarantee of protest 
against injustice and iniquity, against discrimination and degenera- 
tion. But this world is shrivelling up and contracting, and “Social 
Security” and all it implies has bgcome our chief criterion, And if 
security is our main concern, why listen to the non-conformist ? A 
young man who reads Djilas’ book takes the same interest in it as he 
does in a sensational nov el by Mlle Sagan: neither obliges him to 
anything. 
1. Sagan’s novels are no accident. A noted reviewef commented about them: 
“What do her novels and other modern novels have in common? Ennui. Society 
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It is worth inquiring which ideals of the great socialist movements 
were realized and which not. By so doing we might reveal the 
direction in which our achievements lead us if they are limited to the 
social sphere alone. The socialist movement is at its twilight. It 
once achieved great things; but while it is true that many a man of 
50 or 60 will still be an enthusiastic socialist, it is uncommon 
for a yoting man of 20 or 30 to be inspired by socialism. In its 
heyday, socialism was a spiritual movement as well; its roots were 
humanistic and, in a sense, even religious. ‘Therefore, it aroused 
loyalty, dedication, and enthusiasm. Its ideas were in the category 
of ideals. But which of them have been realized ? Nationalization, 
the concentration of the means of production in the hands of the 
state or para-governmental agencies, has been accomplished to a 
certain degree. Socialism, howeyer, was inspired by a vision (for 
which nationalization served as but a means): the laborer will 
become an artisan; there will be no disparity between the super- 
visor-entrepreneur and the wage-receiving producer; work wil 
not be merely salaried, but creative. This was the vision which 
motivated the fathers of socialism. They did not consider national- 
ization or the concentration of the means of production in the 
hands of bureaucrats as an ideal. They did believe that through 
the “elimination of the capitalistic ownership of the means of 
production” they would realize a new concept of work, a new 
concept of man, and a new relation between man and his fellow 
men. 


Has any of this been rhialived ? I do not speak of Russia, since by 


now it is widely recognized that what is being done in Russia is 
not socialism. Let us take other examples; England, for instance. 
Does the worker in a nationalized industry there wish to be respon- 
sible for the industry ? Does he now derive greater satisfaction from 
his labor? No, there has been no change in his basic attitude. Let 
others run the industry, he wishes to be done with his eight hours 
and does not intend expending his “‘extra’’ energy at the plant. 
Nor are his thoughts here, but at the movies, the T.V. set, the 
_ dog-races, the soccer game, and so on. While some socialist ideals 
were achieved, they were not those which aimed at the improvement 
of man. True, the sometimes-liberal bourgeois class which possessed 
a diffused wealth has been displaced by a new bureaucratic-oligarchie 


is boring, vacations are boring, love is boring. And this way of life is called ‘the © 


good life.’”’ 
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_ Secular Civilization at an Impasse 
class which possesses concentrated wealth. But what have the 


workers gained from all this ? And what has mankind gained ? And 


who is now enthused by nationalization ? In our youth we saw it as 
a step to the redemption of humanity. We hoped to turn the con- 
fused, evil homo sapiens into a pleasant creature. This was the soul 
of socialism. Had we been asked, forty years ago, ““How can 
socialism be achieved ?’”’, we would have responded immediately, 
“Through nationalization of the means of production.” I do not 
know how we should respond today. Perhaps with a deep sigh. 

Social security from cradle to grave, which eliminates risk and 
initiative, and “‘public’’ ownership of the means of production, has 
neither improved man nor insured society’s safety. The ‘‘Inter- 
nationale” sings, ““This will be the last battle in the World War.”’ 


The last battle?! Mankind was never in such fear of war and - 


annihilation as it is now, in the era of the progress of socialism and 
the realization of the welfare state. 

We sometime say that social reform and revolution are the belated 
result of a religious tradition or revelation. The truth of this 


statement is doubtful. When Judaism pronounced ‘‘Thou shalt | 


love thy neighbor as thyself,” it was not referring to a high income 
tax; the taxpayer hates the tax, and the beneficiary feels that he has 
received nothing. Where is the feeling of happiness or thanks, not 


to mention love? The Bible contemplated spiritual enjoyment, the 


union of souls: that you should love your neighbor, not that the 
state should become an agency for the distribution of “love.” And 
can, indeed, a state become a instrument for the improvement of 
man? Can man be improved by any agency? Secular civilization 
saw the melioration of Man in organizational and materialistic 
terms. Everything else was considered a secondary development 


which would issue spontaneously from the soil of a planned 


economy. But what grew of itself? Do we love our neighbor any 
more? Is there more friendship, more forgiveness, more loyalty, 
more understanding of the soul of our neighbor? 


The great socialist movements of the nineteenth century were, | 


it is‘true, nourished by spiritual and religious sources. But these 
sources were ‘distorted when men began to consider socialism am 
end in itself. The gold turned into glittering ashes in their energetic 
hands, If the goal is a planned state and nationalism—then the 
point of departure has been changed. But must the state, the 
planning, or the nationalization be the goal? These are idols. 
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And modern idols are more demending Ned | less worthy of worship 
than the primitive ones. 


II]. MULTIPLICITY AND VARIETY OF NEEDS 


There is a third value universally accepted by our modem 
society—<. profuseness of needs, the concern with the expansion 
of man’s material needs. This desire for the variety and multiplicity 
of needs seems, at first glance, to be derived from the humanistic 
ideal of the Renaissance: the many-faceted man. But this is only 
an apparent explanation. The irony in humanism lies in the fact 
that when humanism becomes the. supreme yardstick, its develop. 
ment tends to destroy the human being. This profusion of needs js 
the very soul of American civilization; the advertising industry 
is the largest industry.in the United States: newspapers, television, 
radio, movies, and so on. You have no need for something new? 
We shall convince you that you do! Do you use a soap having one 
_ perfume? We shall create for you a soap with two perfumes. 
- Do you own a plain phonograph? You must buy a hi-fidelity set 
Do you cook your meals yourself? A pity on your hands—buyy 
prepared frozen food. You have a single-toned car? Your car mus 
be tri-toned if you want to be popular. You are spending your 
vacation at a single spot? Use the time to visit three places. 

These are the ideals of our contemporaries. The majority of us 
are Americans at heart, even those who call themselves _ socialists 
Everyone wants a maximum of diverse superfluities, ‘‘knict- 
nacks,” and amusements. The bureaucratic-oligarchic class in 
Israel, which determines the style of living here, is insanely fond of 
trips, as though they were sitting on nails, unable to settle down 
in one place. Previously, they could not stay in one place, now they 
can not stay in any place. . . . The standard joke in Israel is that 
here we loaf at the expense of the American handout, but the 
Americans do’ it at their own expense. What is the result ? It is 
totally different from the Renaissance ideal of the creative and 
many-faceted man, who decides and chooses for himself. | wil 
not analyse. the character of the Renaissance man; his limits and 
contradictions can be detected in the tragedies and comedies of 
Shakespeare. Suffice it to say that the standardized mass-man of 
our advanced industrial culture is but a scarecrow compared to the 
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Renaissance man. The difference can be detected immediately by 
comparing the music of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, for 
instance of Purcell; and the madrigal, with rock n’ roll and Calypso. 
Soon our ears will be unable to hear the vocal music of the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries, just as our eyes can no longer appreciate 
the beauty of woman; the mummified Hollywood face has been 
accepted as sex par excellance. 

What is the significance of this variety and multiplicity of needs 
for our time? Its significance is that man is no longer capable of 
deciding something for himself. Does he decide what is best for 
himself, how he is to relax ? The immense pressure of mass sugges- 
tion decides for him. “Public opinion,”’ or the advertising industry 


makes the. decision in his most intimate affairs. And does he have. 


the time to enjoy anything ? ‘True satisfaction is not the enjoyment 
of time, but the eradication of the concept of time. A whose 
time is pushed, planned, and pulverized can enjoy nothiwg. 

I once asked a Jewish tourist from America why he scurries 
about so and really sees nothing. He answered immediately, ‘I have 
seven days to spend and I have everything planned out; three 


" hours here, four hours there; I have a color camera, a movie camera, 


a tape recorder, and everything is organized.” I said, “if you want 
to ‘manage’ so much, you will no manage to enjoy yourself.” 
His answer was most revealing: “I have a time-table, and no time 


to enjoy myself.”” He really has no time to enjoy himself; he is a 


slave to the pressure of advertising, and his nerves have so deter- 
iorated that he continues scampering and scurrying even when the 
pressure has been lifted, like a blind donkey or camel which circles 
a well endlessly, through habit. He really is unable to think for | 
himself; his capability of deciding things is meagre indeed. Where 
is the personality ? We see but an aggressive face, a bundle of sen- 
sitive and worn-down nerves. And when he dies? What goes on in 
certain modern mortuaries in America, as described in one of — 
Evelyn Waugh’s books, is interesting indeed. Even the dead man 
has a “good time’”’: he is attired in his best suit, a flower is put in 
his lapel, his face is ‘‘made up,” and he receives his friends in 
a flower-decked room, a pleasant smile gracing his fa¢e. Everything 
is staged, everybody is ‘““O.K’’—the dead and the living Is there. 
any life here ? 
An ever-growing profuseness of desires; to amuse sicnill at a 

motion picture; to seek more and more entertainment—for one 
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is “happy” the more one manages to get in—does this not mirror 
an inner desolation ? : 

The silent, even-tempered stoic, the man who reduces his needs 
because an inner richness lies in self-sufficiency and because liber. 
ation from superfluities implies self-descipline—is he not superior 
to the product of modern progress? 


IV. Is THERE Hope FOR FREEDOM AND Democracy? 

These three values—a high,standard of living, social security, and 
multiplicity of desires—are the criteria of the majority of our 
Western society. To work less, to escape responsibility, to avoid 
clashes with authority, to develop perverted desires—these are the 
ideals. Was it for this that previous generations sacrificed their 
blood ? I am not necessarily thinking of our martyred forefathers, 
I refer to the men of the West, Giordano Bruno and others like 
him, the stormers of the Bastille, the Russian intellectuals who 
“returned to the people’’, the first socialists, who devoted their 


whole lives to the amelioration of mankind. Would they be gratified - 


by. the result of their labors, by the fruit of their devotion? And 
what will all this lead to? Where is the egress from the conceptual 
and operational framework of the progressive secular civilization? 

There is.one more value by which we all swear—some honestly, 
others hypocritically—and that is, democracy. The Communists, 
too, claim that they are its adherents, except that they prefer a 
““‘people’s’” democracy; even in those periods when they openly 
_ advocated dictatorship, they explained that it was to be a short 
period of transition. Democracy, then is a value acknowledged by 
all. But is democracy assured under modern conditions? Let us 
disregard the Soviet world. The question is, is democracy certain in 
the free world ? Democracy assumes mental alertness and changes 
in authority; if the same government retains control for too long, 
the people will be enslaved. There is no adequate defense against 
well-entrenched rulers. This is the basis of freedom since time 
immemorial. But can democfacy continue to exist in a society in 
which the majority of its members: do not wish to make any sacrifice 
at all and are not ready to suffer any inconvenience, neither on 
behalf of truth nor on behalf of moral and social improvement, 
even when great danger is sensed? If the great majority ‘‘does not 
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Secular Civilization at an Impasse a 


are,” who will move for changes in government, an undertakifig — 


which demands some exertion? And the more firmly entrenched 
the government, the greater, the exertion needed to unseat it. If the 
King says, “Apres moi, le deluge,” it is no tragedy—the flood will 
come and destroy his dynasty. But if this is the philosophy of the 
masses, how can democracy and freedom continue to exist? The 
rulers rule with an iron hand, guarantee the physical needs of the 
masses, and promise “‘social security.’’ Who will attempt to unseat 
them? Who will supervise the change in government? Of course, 
the ballot box and ‘‘freedom’’ remains. But of what value is 
freedom established by law, if there is no freedem in the heart of 
man? Slips of paper, posters: this is mere show. Democracy is not 
acquired by a single purchase, it is not a road which but needs be 
paved and can then be neglected (though even a road must be 
repaired constantly, especially if it is travelled by overly heavy 
vehicles). The survival of democracy is dependent on the psycholog- 
ical and mental state of the citizens. If men are not prepared to 
participate in moral and intellectual insurrections against injustice 
and vice, if they can “‘live with it,” then democracy will be des- 
troyed from within. 

Western democracy has been rejuvenated due to the danger 
from without, the Soviet threat. But what will occur when the 
external threat vanishes, when the tension disappears? Western 
society will remain with its indifferent masses, with demands for 
longer vacations and more security and a higher standard of 
living—who cares who will foot the bill? Can democracy survive 
in such a society ? 5 

In order to demonstrate the lack of a way out for rational thought 
lett me cite the accepted definition of successful civic endeavor 
given by Jeremy Bentham, who. probably took it from earlier 


thinkers: the social and moral criterion is “the greatest happiness — 
of the greatest number.” But what is happiness ? Happiness is a_ 


totally subjegtive thing, it is what you and I think is happiness. For 
the masses of our time, happiness means a large collection of 
gadgets, an assortment of amusements,.long vacations and frequent 


changes of scenery, a life of sports and sex. This is happiness. If this — 


is the content of happiness, is this indeed our goal? Is this our 
moral standard ? would perhaps a bit less happiness be of benefit? 
Colonel Piquard suffered and renounced much when he went to 
prison, and he did not do this for a close friend, but for Dreyfus, 
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whom he considered a member of the Jewish plutocracy. If so 
is perhaps a bit of unhappiness best ? Or does perhaps true “‘happip. 
ess” lie in imbecility, in the elimination of the tragedy of choice} 
Who in our time wants to choose? Who will ask ‘“‘to be or not to 
be?” Happiness seems to lie in not asking, in mot thinking. | am 
not thinking only of the average man. Even the scientist, expert in 
'mathematical processes and capable of assimilating long chains 
of cause and effect, is indifferent to problems of the spirit. This 
spiritual primitiveness of scientists explains phenomena such as 
the case of Dr.*Klaus Fuchs, the English atomic scientist, who 
enthusiastically turned Communist agent. There are few indeed 
of our generation who can say, with the German poet Konrad 
‘Meyer, “I am not an educated book, I am a human being with 
contradictions.’’ Contradictions are unwanted either in the heart 
or in society. However, the man who ignores these contradictions 
delivers himself either to obtuseness stupidity or to confusion, 
Man’s spiritual stature depends upon his ability to face contra 
diction and peril and the experience of ignorance. He who ignores 
contradictions turns into an animal, well equipped with automobiles 
televison, trips, and vacations. 

Until now we have dealt with the first part of Bentham’s state- 
ment, “‘the greatest happiness’’; let us now turn to the latter half, 
“of the greatest number.”’ This would seem to be the foundation 
of the democratic weltanschauung. But what are the results of 
granting conveniences to “‘the greatest number”’ indiscriminately, 
through the wide use of scientific advances and social security? 
An unexpected result has recently become universally apparent. 
Here is the Israeli version. It seems that, ‘‘paradoxical as it may 
appear, the enormous progress in the medical sciences endangers the 
future, biologically speaking, of humanity’’!. This paradox exists 
only in terms of nineteenth and early twentieth century thought. 
Actually, it is only logical that ‘“‘due to the progress in the medical 
sciences many weak individuals reach child-bearing age and 
produce feeble offspring.’’? The socialist newspaper quotes the 
Nobel Prize winner, Prof. Mahler, to the effect that ‘‘assuming 
continued scientific progress on present lines the human race will 
degenerate and become extinct within a few hundred years.” | 

It is now clear that scientific development in conjunction with 4 


1. La-merchab, February 12, 1958. 
2. ibid. 


180 


RES 


_> 


we 

“to 

but 
acce 
nee 
mé 

imp 

\ 

for 
of 

Of 

of t 
a ce 

the 

refi 
elar 
fere 

tho 

\ 

I. 


tha 
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welfare state operating according to the non-selective formula of 
“t9 the greatest numbers” will bring not the anticipated progress, _ 
but the destruction of humanity! Is it not evident that the hitherto | 
accepted values have led to an impasse, that we are in desperate 
need of a revolution of the spirit, in order to find a way out of the 
maze of concepts’ and achievements which these values have 


‘implied 


/ 


VY. Tue FATE OF THE FUTURE IN THE LIGHT OF THE PAST 


We have examined the acce} ted ideal of ‘The greatest happiness 
for the greatest number.’’ What remains of that moral foundation 
of secular civilization? In part, it has turned into its opposite. 
Of course, that which now exists can survive for a certain length 
of time; the human race is made of flesh and blood, and possesses 
acertain amount of inertia. There are regenerative powers within 
the present framework, too, due to the spiritual balance and aesthetic 
refinement of past generations. A certain amount of time must 
elapse before the downfall of the present civilization out of indif- 
ference, degeneration, brutality, and perversion—it will come 
though no one knows when. 

We must now come to grips with the question: Is there any way 


1. Incidentally, a very interesting article appeared a while ago, by the physicist 
Sir Charles Darwin (grandson of the celebrated Darwin) in an English scientific 
journal. Darwin calculated that if mankind continued to multiply at the present 
rite, as a result of progress in medicine, technological advances, and the welfare 
state, there would be no ‘‘standing room’’ left on earth within 150-200 years. 


“The situation in the year 2000 will be desperate enough: there will be -a food 


shortage, crowded living conditions will cause nervous exhaustion, international 
relations will deteriorate, and other unsolved, if not insoluble, problems will arise. 
What is to be done, then? The famous scientist answers that it would be advisabe 
to take drastic measures and limit the international birthrate, including that of 
backward nations. But there is not much hope of this. And if one nation should 
enforce this restriction while its neighbor did not, it would be endangering its 
security. He concludes, ‘‘If the next few decades saw a number of atomic-hydrogen 
wars, part of the problem would be temporarily solved; atomic warfare would 
destroy the foundations of modern industrial civilization.” The nineteenth 
century was ignorant of this problem, just as it was ignorant of our other fateful 
dilemmas. The major socialist problems of the past century have been solved 
for the most part. And when they were solved, it apReared ‘that they were less 
important than we thought they were. Our anxieties are of a different order, and 
are not really related to the old antagonisms of socialism to capitalism. 
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out for this secular civilization ? Can one live with its values alone’ 
I emphasized the word “alone,” for it will be answered, and right 
so, “is it so bad that no one is hungry in our society ? Is it so bad} 
we enjoy the convenience of a technological civilization ? Shoulj 
we mourn advances in hygiene? And are not physical and spiritua 
cleanliness interwined? All this is certainly good, and there ay 
many other good things in our era. Should we reject all this’ 
Perhaps we should attempt to preserve these things, too!”’ 

The answer is found in the words of our sages: ‘‘Idolatfy is th 
most serious sin, for he who believes in it denies the whole Torah,” 
But what is idolatry ? The following dialogue is found in the Trac. 
ate Abodah Zarah: ‘‘The philosophers asked the sages in Rome 
‘If your God is displeased with idolatry, why does He not destro; 
it?? The sages answered, ‘If people worshipped things which ar 
unnecessary for the benefit of man, then He would destroy then 
But the sun and the moon and the constellations are being wor. 
shipped—should He destroy them because of the fools ? However 
it is these degenerate dunces who will receive their punishment.” 

It appears, then, that a comfortable standard of living and health 
_ insurance are fine (though not as important as thé sun, moon, ani 
yen UN that economic equalization is good, and so on 
But. these Values and others like them are not absolute, nor shoul 
they be the basic standards of our conduct or the highest rungs «i 
the ladder of experience. They are blessings only when they a: 
conditioned by more significant values, which transcend all con- 
siderations of material and social utility. For if materialistic 
technological values are the deciding ones, we are but idolatos 
and these, our idols, lack even the aesthetic grace of the Hellen: 
gods. Some, in fact, are ugly: The Idol of Government, the Idol « 
Organization, the Idol of Conformity. Our social and te¢hnologica 
achievements become idols when we adopt them as our Criteria. As 
long as they are relative and limited, judged by values, experiences 
and revelations transcending them—then all is well. It may even be. 
necessary to risk one’s life on their behalf. But if they become « 
- end in themselves, we have idolatry, and idolatry must result © 
destruction. This is the inner logic of the secular society, whos 
’ achievements have bécome its ends and to which it has bets 
enslaved. 
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Basically, there is no such thing as a religious society and an 
irreligious one. If the true faith vanishes, idol-worship must take | 
its place. Even if we do not bow down to Moloch, Astarte, and 
Baal, and we do not know who Diana is, we certainly worship either 
more vulgar images, or changed manifestations of the primitive 
gods. If this is our world, its downfall lies within itself, is part of 
itself; such a world does not deserve to exist, and by its very nature 
cannot survive. 

But how can the situation be corrected? Let us begin with the. 
traditional beginning. “’Terah, [Abraham’s] father, gavé him a box 
of idols and set him in a market place (the manufacturer of idols is 
never satisfied with their worship alone—he also wants to profit 
from their sale). ‘T'erah’s other sons told him, “This Abraham—he 
cannot sell idols’.” If we reach the stage when we can no longer 
bow to idols and no longer wish to traffic in them—we shall not 
have arrived at the solution, but we shall be on the way; perhaps 
well on the way. 
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Morris B. Gross 


Dr. Morris B. Gross, psychological consultant for the 
Jewish Education committee of New York, her 
attempts to relate the implicit foundations of Jewish 
ethics to a particular school of psychological thought 


| a Dr. Gross, who was formerly staff psychologist jp 


New York’s Mt. Sinai Hospital, received his doctorate 
from Columbia University. He was ordained by Rabb 
Mosheh Feinstien. 


JEWISH ETHICS 


“AND SELF-PSYCHOLOGY 


Ethics deals with moral conduct, vice and yirtue, standards of 
right.and wrong. However, to determine what is right or wrong 
for man, one must first know his nature. One cannot postulate 
ethical values or norms without psychological inquiry, the search 
for increased understanding of man. — proposes a systematic 
design of ethical behavior and it must/be assumed that these 
guideposts are based on specific psychological principles. This 
paper is an-attempt-to analyze some of the precepts of Jewish 
ethics in the light of one broad psychological approach. It is the 
writer’s feeling that the point of view which is referred to 4 
“self-psychology’’ most closely approximates the psychological 


'» insights upon which the rabbis of the Talmud and the Jewish 


tradition based Jewish ethics. 
| I. 


Until recently the word ‘self’ was rarely encountered in modem 
psychological literature. Biological and scientific inclinations lured 
psychology away from philosophy and, with an objective stud’ 
of man projected, it was felt that subjective factors could not be 
incorporated into a scientific study of man. Only through objective, 
quantifiable, and testable aspects of behavior can one properl 
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Jewish Ethics and Self-Psychology 


“know” man. Experimental psychology, and Behaviorism, ana- 

dissected, and fragmented basic human drives and needs, but 
the totality of the individual human being was purposefully 
abandoned as unsuitable for scientific study. In refusing to consider 
the broad, unifying self, great strides were unquestionably being 
made in cataloguing partial aspects of the human, but, as in most 
myopic scrutiny, the forest was being lost for sight of the trees. 
Although the whole may be equal to the sum of its parts mathe- 
matically, the human being cannot be a mere summation of dis- 
jointed elements. The stable individual exhibits a positive guiding 
organization and integration of self which is more than a tabulation, 
of instincts, impulses, drives, defenses, and impersonal forces. 


The basic issue—whether the external and sensory, or the self- _ 
propelled and inherent, are most vital—has been argued long ago. | 


Locke, scientific psychology, associationism, and many other 


schools of psychology stressed the visible, the molecular, the 
peripheral. On the other hand, a long line of thinkers from_ 


Spinoza, Leibnitz, and Lecke pointed to the purposive, the 


strivings to self-preservation and self-affirmation, the desire to. 


maintain and actualize the self. According to the latter, selfhood is 
the supreme reality and the true laboratory for psychology. Logic 
is psychologic, following the dictates of self symbols and self 


feelings, regardless of how variant from common perception. Broad * 


descriptive terminology, which has some relevance for each 
particular case, can. never fully delineate the psychic makeup of 


one single human. After all patterns, principles, and theories, . 


the focus must be on the thought processes and mentdl mechanisms 
of the unique individual. It is his private world, his self view, his 
perception of reality which determines his actions. Only by delving 
into the innermost chambers of the mind can one be certain of 
what propels the single individual. 

Essentially, the position being described is that of phenomenol- 
ogy, that behavior is determined by the perception of the experi- 
encer.? An object may be commonly viewed as a crumpled piece 


1. Gordon Allport in Becoming, (Yale University Press, 1955), documents these 
two points of view and presents an excellent summary of the basic theoretical 
system of the author. 

2. Some of the peychologists who have approached the item of personality 
from the phenomenologicakor, what I have termed, the self point of view follow: 


Gardner Murphy, Pwretnally, (N.Y.: Harper, 1947), P. Lecky, Self consistency, 
185. 
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of paper, but the individual who perceives this distant object as q 
raging dog, and experiences concomitant panic, can only be under- 
stood within his own frame of reference. The observer cannot 
comprehend the sudden flash of fear unless he descends into the 
thinking and feeling apparatus of the individual. The objective 
observer can be deceived quite easily when he tries to apply his 
thinking to a specific case. Poignantly illustrative is the Lothario 
who collects sexual conquests; although the obvious drive js 
sexual he attually obtains very little gratification, he needs these 
trophies as proof of his virility, evidence of his importance. Coif 
versely, inanimate objects, fetishes, can be of impassioned sexual” 
significance to one person and totally meaningless to another, ° 
What is important is the meaning to the individual, the interpreta. 
tion within the deepest recesses of the psyche. 

In recognizing the phenomenal self as the only psychological 
reality, an entirely new perspective is realized. ‘To know the 
individual, the outsider must trace the meandering labyrinths of 
autistic thought. Idiosyncratic distortions and fantasies will reveal 


more about the essence of the individual than’ any documented 


universal principle. A woman who suspects her husband of being 
unfaithful cannot be dissuaded by force of logic. A_ brilliant 
physicist who considers himself dull cannot be argued: out of his 
self concept. It matters not how others view him or what others 


think of him. The only pertinent question is: Does he view himself : it 


as clever or stupid, strong or cowardly, handsome or ugly? D 
he perceive the enyironment as accepting, rejecting, threatening, 
or persecuting? The basic attitude of the self is the primary 
onsideration: supremely valued or utterly loathed, frustrated or 
satiated. Phenomenology makes one point clear, that a person’s 
self view, including self-deceptions and distortions, is the only 
“true”’ portait of him. The autistic world, the subjective, is the most 
authentic laboratory for the psychologist. i 

A phenomenological view furnishes a vital insight into certain 


_kinds of enigmatic behavior. An individual experiences intense pain 


but forgets the incident after five minutes; the same person is mildly 
reproached the next morning but retains a feeling of deep disturb- 
ance for hours after. Similarly, a twelve-year old fractures a leg 


(N.Y.: Island Press, 1945), D. Snygg and A. W. Combs, Individual Behavior, 
(N.Y.: Harper, 1949). Carl Rogers, Kurt Lewin, and Gordon Allport base their 
complete theoretical systems on the client’s personal field. 
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tasa [f} and has to remain in bed for six weeks, but accepts his lot grace- 
nder- | fully. If the same youngster is disregarded while teams are being 
annot ff chosen for, a game he may fret and fume for days. In phenomenal — 
othe | terms, the difference is not only between physical and mental 


ective in, but, far more important, between ego-alien and self-perceived 
ly his events. The tooth cavity and the injured leg are “‘external’’ occur- ; 
hario fences that do’ not involve the self, the individual. But an insult, 


ve is | criticism, rejection, is directed to the hard core of the self. A finger 
these | js pointed at the essence of the individual accompanied by the 
Coif | admonition that he is not what society desires or expects. It is the © 


exual | jndividual’s self concept that is on trial; that is being questioned 
ther. ‘f and threatened. These are not tangential matters that are being 
reta- — inflicted by nature but the total self system that is being evaluated, * 


judged, and rejected. All the others are in the group but he is not 
gical f good enough. None of the others have flaring faults but his 
y the | shortcomings are obvious. 
hs of The Freudian can well account for the highly repressed celibate’s 
eveal [mental ills, but how does one explain the near hysteria which so 
ented | often follows in the wake of an argument, a derogatory remark, | 
being ora social slight ? Whereas sexual abstention and biological depriva- 
llant tion may be taken in stride, an innocuous remark, a gesture, a 
f his | tepid greeting—so trivial to the objective observer—may result in 
thers — excitability, extremes of tension, and intensities of feeling. Seem- _ 
ingly inconsequential events often trigger major personal upheavals: | 
irital discord, family quarrels, a somatic ailment, or a coronary ‘ 
attack. ‘These bewildering reactions can only be comprehended 
‘fithin the person’s frame of reference, how they affect his self, — . 
od or at paramount role they play within the self system. Each. person 
sons’ — has\his own threshold of sensitivity, past- which there is some 
only | breaking point where he can be hurt psychologically, where he 
most | can be wounded so deeply that it may take hours to bring his? 
: blood pressure back to normal or to allow him sufficient calm to 
rtain appraise the precipitating event. 
pain What Freud did not realize is that the essence of man is not 
ildly | libido but self-respect, a feeling of self-importance, of being 
urb- | someone who counts, who belongs, who has a contribution to 
a leg | make. Whatever one’s values, an individual lives within his own | 
wior, 4 Mind and his own conscience, must answer to himself, must be 
their — Satished with his own self-portrait, must find some purpose, some 
feeling of status, accomplishment, neaniaga How one views 
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one’s self, what belief the individual has in his own capacity 
whether he admires or despises the self image perceived in the 
mirror, will reveal much about the tortures or tranquilities of his 
mind. Freud must explain how man can withstand physic, 
torment, hunger, and even death for the sake of honor, achieve. 
ment, and prestige, whereas that very same person, who will be 
totally unaffected. by sexual deprivation and bodily abnegation, 
will. crumble when socially ostracized or humiliated. What mor 
difficult task than apportioning the honors and bearing the respons. 
ibility for the seating arrangments at a congegational service o; 
wedding! Invariably someone will pout and frown, feel insulted, and 
bemoan the affront. Whether deserved or not, society’s refusd 
to accept a man’s degree of self-esteem will be interpreted as; 
rong, as an infringement of his self-boundary. This petty 
jockeying for position, for trivial manifestations of status, would 
humorous if not for the unfortunate residue of enmity, hatred, and 
conflict that it leaves in its wake. The scampering and scurrying 
for the slightest symbol of prestige is part of the tragi-comedy o 
man. 

As soon as one posits the centrality of the self, a fearful re 
sponsibility is placed in the hands of man. To abet another’ 
self-acceptance and self-enhancement is to help create in him: 
feeling of strength and value. To contribute to another's self- 
contempt and self-detestation is to be a partner in the destruction 
of his ego, his very essence. ‘There are some verbal psychopaths 
(many of them quite successful in their various pursuits), who have 
hyperdeveloped antennae with which they are able to detec 
another’s weaknesses. They seem to have a sixth sense, an uncannj 
ability to find in their fellow men just those tender spots which 
When touched, result in ego explosions. They joyfully pounce 
a victim in public and glory in his squirming and twisting. Theis 
is the art of psychological murder, of jabbing at the self’s sensitiv 
ities, of wrecking a painfully erected self-structure. The insults 
‘their rapier, and debasement and abuse are their ammunition. 
Though no court of law will ever try their case, the pain and hur 
they bring about, usually borne in viscera-abrading silence, ca 
never be measured. The broken homes, perforated ulcers, dissolved 


devastated egos resulting from these civilized 


assassins can never be computed, will never be tabulated amon 
‘Statistics. 


Je 
rel 
asf 
thi 
po 
am 
Is 
for 
sta 
‘i fol 
b. 
ans 
nel 
pic 
int 
to 
be 
a | 
the 
sta 
he 
inf 
Ins 
ang 
wh 
eXC 
cal 
of 
rea 
I, 


Jewish Ethics and Self-Psychology 


II. 

It is in this area of interpersonal friction or cooperation that 
Jewish ethics and Self Psychology converge. Psychoanalyitic and 
religious literature have correctly stressed the erotic and sensual 
aspect of man, but a broad fund of bitterness, misery, and hostility 
has no relation whatsoever to sexuality. Both phenomenological . 
thinking and Rabbinic ethics, therefore, find position more im- 
portant than possession. Recognition, status, and importance are 
among the basic needs of life and, accordingly, the ethical battle 
is fought in the arena of respect and concern for the ego, regard | 
for one’s dignity and pride. | : 

An example of the rabbis’ appreciation of another’s feelings and 
status, a common theme in almost all rabbinic writings, is the 
following account in Megillah, 27b. The disciples of R. Nechuniah 
b. Hakkanah asked him, ‘‘Why have you merited long life?” He 
answered, “I never tried to elevate myself at the expense of my 
neighbors. As it happened with R. Huna who was carrying a 
pickaxe. R. Channa b. Hannalai took it away from him with the 
intention of carrying it. R. Huna said to him, ‘If it is your custom 
to carry such a thing in your town, do so now; but otherwise I will 
be honored by your disgrace. This I do not want’.’’ Significantly, 
a later thinker finds the roots of emotional upset or anger within 
the self system. Rabbi Chayyim Vital, in his Shaarei Kedushah, 
states that anger is an offshoot of pride, for a person is furious when 
he thinks highly of himself and is not treated accordingly. Any © 
infringement upon a man’s self concept, any deflation of self or 
insult to his prestige, will totally upset his poise. 

Assuming, then, a phenomenological view of man, there is good 
reason for rabbinic literature, cognizant of the suffering and, 
anguish engendered, to reserve a special opprobrium for those 
who prey on other’s egos: ‘‘All who descend to Gehenna will arise 
except for . . . one who shames his neighbor publicly and he who 


‘calls his neighbor by a nickname.”! When viewed from the position 


of self psychology, the severity of the rabbis’ condemnation is ~ 
readily understandable. Physical pain is transitory and does not 
affect the self, but public embarrassment touches the'core of man, 


1. Baba Metzia, 58b. 
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damages the personality, devalues the self, and devours an ind. | P: 
vidual long afterwards. ta 
Similarly, the Maharal explains the severity of referring to | Y 
one’s nickname: The essence of man is his name and a misnomer § hi 
denotes the total obliteration of the self. Physical murder eliminates } |o 
@ the body, but the essentially human, one’s reputation, Prestige, | w 
and station, remain untarnished. Not so, however, when publicly co 
shamed, ridiculed, and contemptuously dismissed.'! The rabbis [tu 
seemed well aware that the ultimate of obloquy is character | to 
defamation, that the supreme indignity is nonrecognition or utter fo 
negation. To die with self-respect and integrity intact is to round J is 
out an unstained self-concept, but to suffer a maligned and depre- J vi 
ciated self portrait is to experience the erasure of the very meaning § Pt 
of man. | at 
. Time and again the rabbis stressed the seriousness of ego | M 
damage and showed that gnawing at another’s self concept is not fir 
to be considered a trivial matter. “Ethics of the Fathers,” (Pirkey J m 
Abot) was purposefully placed in that section of the laws pertaining | Se 
to property loss and personal injuries. Although no jail sentences J pl 
could be imposed, the Rabbis underscored the gravity of ego J a 
decimation. The Talmud is, replete with admonitions for those who J th 
indulge in gossip, tale bearing, calumny, and;those who laugh a J of 
_another’s expense. Using the strongest possible language in stating J of 
the future consequences of their acts, the rabbis were aware that J} gr 
_ gossip~hagas its primary psychological purpose the belittlement of 
the very self-of the victim, and concomitant self-inflation of the F ex 
tale-bearer. When people discuss another's marital problems, pe 
financial difficulties, or sickness, the subconscious motive is to | an 
make themselves feel better, stronger, more important, to perceive | ot 
their self-portraits in more glowing terms. ot 
By deflating another’s ego, one gains a feeling of power and self- | ™ 
inflation, Character assassination is the most highly socialized and f to 
most devastating form of stepping on another’s self to enhance — o¥ 
one’s own self. It is the civilized version of the jungle battle of J als 
survival whére the strong feed on the weak. This-is the ultimate J en 
of feeding on another’s ego, of enhancing one’s status and rank J pe 
on the wreckage of another’s sense of importance and self-respect. J Pe 
Ethics, what is right or wrong, helpful or harmful to another, | 
takes on an entirely different complexion in the light of Self : 
1. Rabbi Loew of Prague, Netibot Olam, Ahubat Reyo, 1. 
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Psychology. For example, the individual who contributes mone- 


tarily to a friend in need is certainly exhibiting ethical behavior. | 


Yet, Maimonides, in his famous eight degrees of charity, lists the 


highest rung as: “To aid a man in want by offering him a gift or 


loan, by entering into partnership. with him, or by providing 
work for him, so that he may become self-supporting.’’’ The key 
concept is the latter phrase, indicating that the ultimate desidera- 
tum of ethics is to raise an individual from his position of inferiority 
to one of dignified self-support. It is comparatively easy to donate 
for the sake of the weak and sick’ and poor; much more difficult 
is the other-aid, often incomprehensible to some charitable indi- 
viduals, which preserves the integrity of the self of the beneficiary. 
Proud, well dressed, dignity’ intact, the prominent businessman 
about to collapse financially will not beg or grovel; hase 


Maimonides maintains that preventing his fall or bolstering his 


finances so that he may be able to keep an independent course is the 


most sublime achievement of charity. From the standpoint of 


Self Psychology the reasoning is clear: man gains subconscious 
pleasure in viewing another’s plight or lowly station and he derives 
a feeling of strength and potency a$ he doles out benefactions to 
the needy and those dependent upon his mercies. But the ultimate 
of Jewish ethics is to elevate another spirit, to put him in a position 
of equality and autonomy, to deprive ourselves of the subconscious 
gratification of viewing a broken self. 

Ethics, in a word, is based on respect for another’s ego. The 


> extreme of other-concern was reached by Hillel when he gave a 
- poor man, who came from a wealthy family, a horse tb do his work 


and ‘a slave to attend upon him.* Hillel’s ear was attuned to the 
other’s needs and feelings. Charity .varied according to the 
other’s psychological, as well as physical, needs. Another of Hillel’s 


maxims was pointedly stated in the negative: “What is hateful 


to yourself, do not to your fellowman.”* Man cannot ignore his 
own feelings and self involvement, but Hillel requires that, man 
also open his heart to another's feelings, another’s frame of refer- 
ence. Man must remove the heavy lid of self-preoccupation and 
pervasive self interest. Man must acheive the inner strength to 
permit another’s self to flower and bloom, to consider another's 


1. Mishneh. Torah, Matnot Aniyyim, 10:8-14. 
2. Ketubot, 67b. 
3. Shabbat, 31a. 
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' self-importance. Hillel knew well that other-love could not possibly 
pervade an insulated and isolated Self. But Hillel could plead tha 
man must escape the confines of egocentricity to attain, a psycho. 
logical awareness of ethics—concern and respect for another per. 
son’s growth. | 
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ssibly , The Shemitah, the Sabbatical Year institution ordained 
d that ‘pide in the Torah, requires that all land in Israel be left 
: uncultivated for one complete year out of seven. The 
» present year, 5719 (1958-59), is such a year, and con- 
per. . . giderable debate and study have been focused on this 
problem both in this-country and in Israel. The present | 
article is a summary of Rabbi Bak’s discourse, delivered 
| at the last national convention of the Rabbinical 
: Council of America, touching on the legal highlights 
of this problem. Rabbi Bak was educated at the Telshe | 
Yeshivah in Lithuania, where he was ordained. He 
' spent three years of post-ordination study at Yeshiva 
University and holds a Master’s degree from Johns 
Hopkins University. He is spiritual leader of the Har 
Zion Tifereth Israel Congregation of Baltimore, and 
a member of. the Halakhah Commission of the Rabbi- 
nical Council of America. He has regularly contributed 
scholarly articles to rabbinic journals such as Ha-pardes, 
Ha-darom, and Peri Etz Chayyim. 


THE SABBATICAL YEAR 
INMODERN ISRAEL 


? ‘ 


Added to thé economic’ and security problems which confront 

Israel as a newborn state, reconstituted on the sacred soil of our 

ancestral home, there looms this year the religious problem of the 

‘Sabbatical Year.’’ The institution of “‘Sabbatieal Year’’ or ‘Year 
of Release” (Shemitah) is ordained in the Bible in three places: 

Exodus 23, Leviticus 25, and Deuteronomy 15. An entire talmudic : 
tractate, Sheviit, deals extensively with this subject. 4 

Basically, the Sabbatical year involves three fundamental ; 

otlements which are to be observed during every seventh year of the 

Jewish calendar. 1. All land must be left uncultivated. 2. The produce 

which grows without human effort is to be considered ownerless. 

3. Debts contracted prior to the expiration of this year are to be 

cancelled. The third element, calling for cancellation of debts, is 

classified in rabbinic law as a personal obligation, not connected 

in any way with the land of Israel. As a personal mitzvah, similar 

to the dietary laws or the observance of the Sabbath, it would apply 
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to all Jewish communities, whether in Israel or outside of the Holy 
Land. The agricultural elements of this institution, however, are 
known as mitzvot which are “dependent upon the land” and there. 
fore apply only to Jews who live in the Land of Israel.) _ 

In addition to the Sabbatical year observed once in seven years, 
our Torah also ordains the observance of a Jubilee year to by 
proclaimed on the fiftieth year following the cycle of seven Sabbat. 
ical seasons (Leviticus 25). ‘The Jubilee year, although it does not 
cancel loans, is nevertheless far more comprehensive in its scope 
and in its regulations than the Sabbatical institution. Like the 
Sabbath year it calls for a complete agricultural holiday, but 
demands in addition the automatic restoration of all acquired real 
property to its original owner, the emancipation of Hebrew slaves, 
and other features, all calculated to improve the lot of the poor and 
the dispossesed. Whether the two institutions of Shemitah and 
Yobel are interdependent to the degree that one will not apply 
without the other is debated:in the Talmud. The final decision is 
most pertinent to thé question of the present-day ‘status of She- 
mitah? 

In talmudic times the personal element of the Sabbatical institu- 
tion affecting credit received wide attention. As far back as nineteen 
hundred years ago, the duty to cancel debts during the seventh year 
presented a serious economic as well as humanitarian problem. As 
the Year of Release approached, the rich would stop lending money 
to the poor, and this stoppage of credit resulted in great hardship 
to the community. The suffering of the poor and the indifference 

_of the rich prompted the famed Hillel to introduce a new provision, 
known as Prozbol, which, by the employment of certain formulae, 
all within the framework of rabbinic law, allowed the creditor to 
collect his loans. The Prozbol solution was limited to credit only. 

‘It did not in any way affect the agricultural aspects of the seventh 

year. It is probable that during the eight and one half centuries 
between the time our people entered Palestine under Joshua and 

.;,the destruction of the first Holy Temple, our people carefully 


- . observed about half of the some one hundred and thirty five 


Shemitah years.‘ In the period of the second Holy Temple, the 


r. Kiddushin, 38b. 
2. Tosafot Arakhin, 32b;-Kesef Mishnah on Hilkhot Shemitah Ve-Yobel, 4:25. 
_ 3. Gittin, 36b. 
4. See Rashi on Leviticus 26:35 where it is mentioned that the seventy years of 
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The Sabbatical Year in Modern Israel 


Sabbatical year was widely observed and all agricultural activity 
was halted one year in every seven.! The same would seem to be 
tue of the talmudic period except in those periods of severe 
foreign oppression when the country was under military occupation. 
In those periods when there was real danger to either life or 
property, the rabbis permitted the people to till the soil on the 
Sabbath year in order to enable them to feed the sconpyng 
legions.” 
The great medieval rabbinic scholars differ as to the underlying 
philosophy of the Sabbatical year institution. Among the proposed 
rationales were included the following: the purpose is to conserve 
the land from over-exhaustion; to,set aside one year out of every 
seven to spiritual values and religious betterment; to impress the 
thought that the land is not our exclusive possession but given to. 
ys rather as a trust; to stimulate the practice of charity by making © 
available to the poor the natural, uncultivated produce.* But 


. whatever the reason ascribed for the shemitah by these sages, most 


of them agree that this institution is mandatory in modern times.‘ 
Whereas justifiable doubt may be expressed whether the Jubilee 
year, calling for the restoration of property to the original owner, 
was practiced after the Babylonian exile, there can be no similar 


doubt about the Sabbatical year.’ Basing their conclusion on a 


section of the T'almud which lends itself to various interpretations, 
most rabbinic authorities, among whom Rashi and Maimonides 
are most prominent, maintain that the observance of the Sabbatical 
Year in modern times in respect to stoppage of agricultural activity 
Is obligatory upon Jews residing in the Holy Land. Whether the 
duty today—is biblical or rabbinic is debatable, depending upon 


the Babylonian exile were the punishment for the non-observance of seventy 
Shemitah years during this period. 

1. For a more comprehensive chronology listing the number of Jubilee .and 
Sabbatical years observed during these two periods, see Arakhin, 12. 

2. Sanhedrin, 26a and Tosafot; Maimonides, Hilkhot Shemitah Ve-yobel, 1:11 
ind RaBaD, ad Loc. 7 

3. Guide for the Perplexed, III: 39; Chinukh, 84. 

4. Maimonides, Hilkhot Shemitah Ve-yobel, 4:25. RaBaD in his criticism on 
Alfasi (Gittin, 36) is often quoted as maintaining that Shemitah today has no validity 
whatsoever except as an act of extreme piety. It is, however, highly controversial 
whether he referred to the cancellation of debts only, or to the agricultural-elements — 
as well. See Shabbat Ha-aretz by Chief Rabbi Kook, chapter 6. : 

5. Gittin, 36a, Rashi and Tosafot; Maimonides, ibid. 
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how we decide the question mentioned earlier, namely, whether the 
Sabbatical year institution is dependent upon the Jubilee yey 
institution or not. Its fulfillment in fact is nonetheless unavoid. 
able.! 

Thus, with the return to Zion of the early pioneers during the 
latter part of the nineteenth century, this problem came to th 
forefront. Throughout the centuries of the Galut, the Sabbatical 
Year as a practical rather than theoretical. institution was almost 
forgotten, simply because the Jewish population living in Isra¢ 

was small, and most of them did not engage in agriculture. The 
situation changed radically with the spread of the “Lovers of 
Zion’”’ movement and the development of modern Zionism. The 
problem was quite serious to the religious colonists. They looked 
‘upon the settlement of the land as a religious duty and as such 
were thrilled with the prospect that at long last they would be ina 
position to fulfill many biblical precepts which, owing to the dis- 
persion, had long ceased to be practiced. But there were economic 
realities which could not be ignored.” A complete cessation of 
agricultural work for one year out of every seven would spell 
disaster to the struggling colonies. It was quite obvious that the 
fulfillment of the ‘““Year.of Release” in concrete form was, under 
such circumstances, impossible. And yet its non-fulfillment meant 
a flagrant transgression of a sacred institution. of the Jewish 
religion. The religious pioneers would be the last ones to violate 
the Torah because of economic considerations. | 

This problem became very acute in the Shemitah year of 1889, 
and called for an immediate solution. After heated debate and much 
rabbinic argumentation, the great spiritual head of Russian Jewry, 
Rabbi Isaac Elchanan Spector, proposed a solution. If the land 
could be sold to non-Jews prior to the seventh year, with proper 
safeguards for its resale after the Sabbatical year, it would be 
permissible to cultivate the land through non-Jewish labor. This 
solution was predicated upon the authoritative views of most 
Poskim that the Sabbatical institution in modern times (when the 
Jubilee is no longer practiced) is\only a rabbinic requirement 
Assuming that this is so, the State of Israel today would fall into 
the same category as Syria in ancient days. Owing to the 
special circumstances surrounding its conquest, Syria never 

| 


1. Kesef. Mishnah, on Hilkhot Shemitah Ve-Yobel, ib. 
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ittained biblical sanctity similar to that of the Land of Israel. The 
abbinic sanctity imposed upon Syrian soil was regarded as 
jutomatically removed through subsequent non-Jewish acquisition 
of the land. The same principle would apply to the soil of Israel | 
in modern times, for legal it is no different from that of Syrta.! 
The legal sale of land in Israel in modern times to a non-Jew 
thus removes the land from a state of (rabbinically imposed) 
sanctity, and releases such land from the rules of Shemitah. 
This legal permission (heter) was sharply attacked by noted 
contemporary rabbinic leaders, chief among whom was the head 
of the famous Voloziner Yeshivah, Rabbi Naphtali Zevi Berlin. 
He argued that it was the sacred duty of Jews everywhere to — 
provide special funds to enable the colonists to observe the Shemitah | 

year, so that our people will come to realize that “we are not striving _ 

to rebuild the land of the Philistines, but that of the Holy Land.” — 


He also raised many legal objections, for in his judgement the 


sanctity of the soil applies even where the land is held by non-Jews. 
This would seem to be especially true if we were to accept the 
position of some of our great authorities who maintain that even 
today the Sabbatical year institution is biblically mandatory. 
Moreover, selling the land to non-Jews may in the opinion of 
some authorities Constitute a violation of biblical law.? ‘Thus, in 
order to fulfill one Mitzvah, one would have to violate another. 
Again the question of the legality and genuineness of the sale was 
raised, although there were many precedents in Jewish law 
indicating its acceptibility.* Nevertheless, the universal recognition 
of Rabbi Isaac Elchanan as the greatest scholar of “his generation, 
plus the economic realities of the day, saw the acceptance of his 
solution by most of the colonies. Only a small fraction refused to 
submit to the proposed sale and observed Shemitah fully by 
refraining from all agricultural work treating the uncultivated 
produce as ownerless property. 

The action of Rabbi Isaac Elchanan established a precedent. 
With the approach of every Shemitah year the Chief Rabbinate 
of Israel executed the formal sale of the land and. issued careful 
instructions to the farmers as to which type of labor Jews might © 
perform themselves and which had to be done by non-Jews. With 


1. Gittin, 47; Maimonides, Hilkhot Terumot, 1:10. » 
2. Abodah Zarah, 21a. 
3 Chief Rabbi Kook, Shabbat Ha-aretz,-chapter 13. 


197 


er the 
year 
navoid. 
Ing the 
to the 
»batical 
almost 
Israe! 
e. The 
ers of 
. The 
looked 
aS such 
be ina 
he dis- 
onomic 
ion of 
spell 
at the 
under 
meant 
Jewish 
violate 
1889, 
1 much 
Jewry, 
e land 
proper 
ld be 
. This 
most 
en the 
-ment. 
Il into 
o the 
never 


TRADITION: A Journal of Orthodox Jewish Thought 


the establishment of the new state, the tremendous increase in the 
Jewish population and the corresponding decrease in the Arb 
population, the legal dispensation was extended to permit many 
types of work heretofore prohibited to Jéws, whenever non-Jewish 
labor was unavailable. 

_ During the current Sabbatical year most of the religious colonies 
in Israel have accepted this solution, though reluctantly. The 
colonies of Hapoel Hamizrachi, relying entirely on the action and 
instruction of the Chief Rabbinate, have nevertheless decided to set 
aside one field in each colony which will be left fallow as a token 
of their literal adherence to the Shemitah laws. ‘The Chafet: 
Chayyim colony of Poale Agudat Israel has declined to make use of 
the legal permission of the rabbinate, and has suspended ali 
agricultural work for the current Sabbatical year. Special funds 
were made available by religious Jews in this country and in 
Israel to support them. All in all, it is estimated that about five 
thousand people in Israel do observe the present Year of Releax 
literally. ° 

Recently, very *interesting experiments were carried out in 
Israel to test the possibility of growing vegetables in large metal 
tanks containing water and chemicals, without the need for soil 
The experiments ._promised success and opened new possibilities 
for solving the problem for those groups who wish to fulfil 
Shemitah laws literally. And yet from the rabbinic point of view 
this solution is not as simple as it appeared at first, and before it 
can be put into practice further research will have to be carried out. 
In an article printed a number of years ago, the late Chief Rabbi 
‘Uziel of Israel attempted to show that-the sanctity of the Sabbath 
year applies to produce grown in Israel in water tanks just as if t 
were grown on Israel soil.’ His thesis is -yannewe by very sound 
evidence.’ - 

The literal fulfillment of this holy institution on a large scale, 
fondly hoped and earnestly yearned for over the centuries, seems, 
as yet, regrettably far from realization. With hostile neighbors and 
mortal enemies on all sides and with countless thousands of new 
immigrants pouring into the country and the resulting food 
shortage, most of the religious elements in Israel have refrained 


1. Ha-pardes, Vol. XXV, No. 6 (1951): 
2. Gittin, 7b, Rashi and Tosafot; Maimonides aren Terumot, 1:23, ang 
RaDBaZ, ad loc. | 
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fom advocating that the entire country observe an agricultural 


holiday for an entire year. Under present-day conditions, sucha . . 


haltage of agricultural activity might very well expose the people 
4s-well as the country to the gravest dangers. However, Jews loyal 
to Torah do entertain the great hope that some day in the not-too- 
distant future, Israel will find itself at peace with all its neighbors, 
become economically self-supporting, and be blessed with an 
agricultural abiindance which will enable the government to plan 
the economy on a seven-year plan basis and store up enough food 
to supply the population during the Sabbatical holiday. When this 
happens, it will mark the revival of a great institution which for 
many centuries Jews have diligently studied but not often had 
the opportunity to practice. | 
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Mosheh Zevi Neria} 


The tenth year of Israel’s independence finds he 
citizenry not only in a state of political and social 
change, but also in a state of spiritual ferment, beset by 
religious problems of great moment, with the whok 
future cultural complexion of the State in the balance 
To a great extent, these problems have revolved aboy: 
the central issue of whether traditional Jewish law js 
applicable to an autonomous Jewish state, and hence 
relevant to the lives of its citizens. One of the foremog 
proponents of the view that the Halakhah contain; 
within itself the means whereby its legislation may by 
adapted to the needs of a modern democracy is Rabb; 
Mosheh Zevi Neriah, an outstanding Israeli scholg 
whose greatest contribution to the State has been jp 
the field of education. He is the Rosh Yeshibah of the 
\. _ Benei Akiba network of religious schools. This essay 
adapted and translated from the original Hebrew, 
presents some of Rabbi Neriah’s main points and is no 
intended as an exhaustive treatment df the subject. 


THE STATE OF ISRAEL 
AND THE HALAKHAH. 


I 


Torah and State—divine revelation and national consciousness— 
are inextricably bound to each other. One without the other is both 


‘meaningless and incapable of/survival. Jewish national interest 


have no special claim upon our loyalties if not for Torah. And 
Torah is emphatically not to be understood as a private faith for 
individuals only. It is irrevocably identified with the peopl 
of Israel, and most especially with the Holy Land, although # 
remains authoritative for Israelites in the exile as well. 
However, despite the intimate connection between Torah ani 
State, oT despite the plethora of details in Torah governing tht 
practical relations of the individual Israelite with his neighbor, 
there does not exist a corpus of all-inclusive rules and complicate 
laws for the government of the Jewish state aid the conduct of it 
political affairs. The reason for this is evi government 


1. Nachmanides on Lev. £8:25 and on Dt. 11:18. 


200 


tl 
J 
a 
it 
k 
te 
0 
s¢ 
th 
al 
al 
\ 
| th 
fo 
th 
he 
24 
to 
bt 
we 
D 
| m 
| 


Veriah 
rds her 
d social 
Dest by 
whole 
balance, 
d about 
h law is 
d hence 
oremost 
contains 
may be 
Rabb; 
scholar 
been ir 
h of the 
IS essay, 
Lebrew 
id is not 
ject. 


sness— 
is both 
iterests 
h. And 
for 
people 
yugh it 


ah and 
ing the 
ghbors, 
dlicated 
of it 


menta 


The State of Israel and the’ Halakhah 


and political institutions change with the times, whilst 
Torah was given for all time.! The Torah thus does not bind itself 
to specific forms of state rule which are, by nature, transitory and 
changing. Even the question of monarchy as the accepted form of 
Jewish government is not to be thought of as conclusive and beyond 
question. Aside from the fact that the prophet Samuel consented to 
, monarchy only begrudgingly, as a concession, the Halakhah 
itself records a controversy as to whether the appointment of a 
king is an obligation or merely permitted by Torah.* A renowned 


talmudist, much closer to our own day, has declared that the decision 


on the type of government ultimately rests with the people them- 
selves. Essentially, then, the Torah does not impose any preordain- 
ed political institution upon the Jewish state, and leaves it to 
the leaders of each generation to prqnulgate the necessary rules 
and laws for the regulation of the mundane affairs of state provided, 
at all times, that they are in consonance with the spirit of Torah. 

This process of temporal legislation as a supplement to the eternal 


legislation of Torah itself began almost the very beginning, 
according tathe rabbis of the Talmud. Thus, 1 in his own generation, . 


Moses had to formulate laws ( gezerot and takkanot), in addition to 
those mentioned in the Torah, in order successfully to guide his 


‘people through the great desert.‘ If such legislation was necessary 


for the religious life of the people in the time of Moses, it was all 
the more necessary in public life later, under Joshua. ‘‘. . . And 
e set them a statute and an ordinance in Shechem’’ (Joshua 
24:25) 1s understood by that profound thinker, Nachmanides,° 
to refer not to a confirmation by Joshua of the Torah of Moses, 
but to new political regulations and practices. Joshua’s ordinances 
were designed to regulate the life of the country and to prevent 


quarrels amongst citizens and between one tribe and another.* | 


During the years of the division of the land by the Israelite tribes, 
political problems arose concerning this division and the assign- 


ment of certain privileges, such as fishing rights in the Kinneret,’. 


1. ef. Nachmanides on Dt. 6:18. 

2. Sanhedrin, 20b. 

3. Netziv in Ha’amek Dabar, Dt. 17:14. 
4. Sabbath, 30. 

§. on Ex. 15:25. 

6. Baba Kama, 80b and Sra. 

7. thid., 81b. 
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and the complex relationships with the tribes in Trans-Jordap! 
_ With the unification of the tribes under a new and vi 
Monarchy, a new kind of relationship between leader-and individyy 
arose which did not stem directly from the Torah’s codes, by 
frgm the need of monarchical and public een: Some of th 
developing laws, like that of the law of the captives,” were manifestly 
of temporary nature. Others, however, dealt with problems whic 
have troubled Jewish thinkers down to the present day. From 
perspective of a citizen of Modern Israel, these questions aa 
summarized as follows: 

What are the halakhic principles permitting the imposition of th 


_State’s powers on the individual ? What is the basis for the expn. 
priation of the property of the individual? To what extent ma #4 


the individual be asked to sacrifice himself for the welfare of th: 
state ? 


| 


We find three broad areas in which authority over the individu 


Is granted by the Halakhah to the community: 
1) The power of the court to declare property ownerless.* 
_ 2) Capital punishment for rebe]ling the state. 


3) Optional warfare.® 
The ultimate authority for the powers of the State Courts, as! 


have shown elsewhere, lies primarily in the public welfare. Becaus 


of this fact early commentators permitted the right of confiscation 


_ of property to public officials* even during times of peace, althoug! 
these actions are not .entirely in accord with normal Judici 


procedure. This is similar to the interruption of the norm 
process of law with regard to the integrity of the individual himsel 
like a military draft in peace time. 

Now, just as special powers are granted to the instrument ¢ 


public welfare, the courts, in such civil matters as expropriation §* 


I. 
2. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
202 


v. Joshua 22, and cf. Ha'’amek She’ elah, 142. 
J. T. Sanhedrin, 2:5. 

Gittin, 36b. 

Sanhedrin, 49a. 

Sotah, 44b; Maimonides, Hil. Melakhim, 5:1. 
Ha-torah ve-ha-medinah, |, p. 55. 
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of property, $0 the courts also have wide powers in decreeing capital 
ment for rebellion against the state. 

The source for this authority is not that of royal dignity, but 
ather communal peace, the peace of the nation. “For if men did 
sot fear the government, they would swallow each other alive’’.’ 
ind the saving of many lives supersedes the interest of the indi- - 
dual. 

Regular Torah procedure makes capital punishment difficult 
nd rare. Thus, the Mishnah states ‘‘A Sanhedrin which imposes 
zpital punishment once in seven years (once in seventy years 
cording to R. Elazar ben Azariah) is‘ called murderous.”* And 
cording to Maimonides, “It is preferable to exonerate one 
‘housand criminals than to execute a single innocent person.’”* 
Yet, on the other hand, we hote the expansion of the law of 
bellion against the state to the extent that a man may be executed > 
«en as a result of self-incrimination.‘ Why such extremes? It is 
secause of the public welfare and the welfare of the state at a 
zen moment, whose claims the Halakhah’ recognizes. 

The law of capital punishment for rebellion against the state is 
sot limited specifically to treason against a king who has met all 
ulakhic conditions of royal appointment. Rabbi Lipman Milhausen ~ 
sexplicit on this point: “‘He who rebels against a leader of Israel, 
wen if that leader has not been anointed as a king, may he punished 
~ death, for the leader stands in the place of the king.’’® The 
nssage implies rebellion against the state (Malkhut) and not 
ganst the king (Melekh), for it is not the personal aspect of the 
revolt against a king which is'the significant factor, but rather a 
evolt against the monarchy or state, against the public as repre- 
eated by the institutions responsible for its peace and security. 
Rebellion, indeed, need not mean armed action against the 
overnment. We learn from the author of Sefer Ha-chinukh (com- 
tundment 36) that it is permissible to execute extra-halakhic 
cunishment against anyone who violates the interests of the public 
ven in matters of finance. It is not the monetary value which 
1. Abot, 3:2. A 
2. Makkot, 7a. 

3. Sefer Ha-mitzvot, ed. Rabbi Chayyim Heller, avin, no. 290. 
+ Maimonides, Hil. Sanhedrin, end chagr 18. 

:. In Kuntres Kebod Melakhim, at the end of the Schulsinger ed. of Maimonides’ 

‘a, Hil Melakhim, 1:30. 
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dictates the extra-legal and severe prodecure, but rather the fact 


that the misuse of public funds can lead to the endangering of 
lives. It is this that may make the offense a capital crime under 
extreme circumstances. 

For this reason the matter is not limited only to a king or to the 
institution of monarchy. When there was no king in Israel, it was 
the courts who were required to guard the public welfare, and 
political laws become the province of the judiciary, who were often 
coed to rule, not in accordance with regular halakhic procedure, 
but according to emergency regulations. ‘““When there is no 
Gh Israel, the judge has two functions, that of judge and that of 
king.”’ Thus the court may hecome more than a judicial body, 


‘Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakob remarks, “I have heard that the coun 
| ay flog or inflict punishment without sanction from the Torah.” 


And the Ran comments that ‘‘flogging and punishing. not in accord- 
ance with law do not derive from the court’s judicial authority but 
from its legislative power.” Analogously, as we saw above, the 
court’s power to expropriate property stems not from ‘its strict 
Torah status, but from its status as a political institution. | 
Later scholars attempted to justify these laws but could find n 
explicit authority for them in Scripture. The earliest source for the 
aw of the rebel is the verse in Joshua (1:18): ““whosoever . . . doth 
rebel against thy commandment . . . shall be put to death.” * How. 


ever, these scholars were troubled because of the principle that | 


prophet, like Joshua, may not introduce new laws. Attempting 
to base this obviously logical and inevitable law of the rebel upon 
halakhic foundations, two modern talmudists, Rabbi Zvi Chayut’ 
and the Netziv of Volozin* both wrote that the main source of the 
law of the rebel against the state is the law of rodef, or pursuer. 
(It is permitted to slay a ‘‘pursuer’’, i.e. one who pursues another 
with the manifest intention of committing violence, without 
bringing him to trial.*) The rebel becomes a “‘pursuer”’ of the many 
because he disrupts public peace and security. Hence the rebel, 


like the pursuer, is subject to extra-legal treatment. The Chatan 


Sofer, however, -prefers another source for the law of the rebel 


. Derashot ha-Ran, X1. This is also the opinion of Abravanel, Sidra Shoftim 
. Sanhedrin, 46a. 

. in his, Torat Nebtim, din melekh. } 

. Ha’amek She’ elah, 142:9. | 

. Sanhedrin, 72b ff. 
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He bases this law on the Cherem or powers;of excommunication 
of the community.' In his response to Rabbi Chayut, he cites 
Nachmanides? who writes that the verse, ‘“‘None devoted (cherem), 
which shall be devoted of men, shall be redeemed, but shall 
surely be put to death,” must not be taken literally. Rather, it is _ 
to be understood as empowering the duly authorized leader of the — 
people, by virtue of their own authority, to declare a ban or cherem 
(‘devoted of men’—or excommunication) under pain of death. 
if all Israel agrees onthe cherem, he who violates the ban is guilty 
of death. This is therefore, a clause granting wide powers to one 
state to.act on behalf of society.* 

€ Ran explains, in a homily, why such harsh laws (like the 7 
cherem) are referred to only indirectly in the Torah: Divine law is 
eternal and its paths are pleasanj; only in times of emergency is it 
permissible to utilize such hu at laws as those of excommunica- 
tion, the pursuer, and the rebel. 

We might add that such eminent later talmudists ‘as Rabbi 
Meir Simchah and Rabbi Meir Dan Plotski both agree with the 
opinion we have mentioned that political legislation is determined 
by the logical demands of the time and are not circumscribed by 
the precise legal strictures of Torah. | 


- For our own day, what has been stated above may best be 


summarized in the words of the late Chief Rabbi Kook who wrote, 
“It is evident that when there is no king, these legislative rights 
revert to the nation as a whole. . . . And in whatever pertains to 
(the leaders are 
to be considered). judges in political matters; for these rights and 
political privileges are requirements necessary, at least for the 
time being, for the stability of the nation and of the wortd. Sie 


III. 
The most developed type of the state’s potential authority over 
the individual occurs during a “permissive” war. The king has the 


| power to call the people to arms when necessary a." only for a 


1. Responsa Chatam Sofer, Or. Ch. 208. | 
2. on Lev. 27:29. 

3. cf. Chidushei Rashba on Ned. , 

4 Mishpgt Kohen, 337. 
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defensive war, but to lessen the possibility of attack by heathe. |’ 
tribes,’ also to “ease the situation,”! and to broaden the boundaries 

, of Israel.? It must be presumed that all these activities are calculated | 
«to increase the security of the state and secure the peace of the f ; 

inhabitants. | 

But there are restrictive enatelelia on the king in these instances, fy 

The Mishnah states explicitly, “Permissive wars are declared only J 

by a court of seventy one (i.e. a full Sanhedrin).* The seriousnes | ; 

of the matter and the grave responsibility which involves many live: f | 

requires the consent of the judiciary, i.e., the consideration and 

decision of the highest tribunal, a tribunal established by the Torah 
itself. 

A great Talmudist wrote,‘ “The principal reason for calling 
these wars permissive is, iN my opinion, precisely because they 
require the permission of a court 6f seventy one.”’ He finds the term 
ambiguous, if not unfortunate. ‘They, are, rather, mandatory 
wars ... it could not be otherwise. For how can all- the wan ff 
since the days of Joshua be considered purely optional? Who ff 
permitted the leaders to endanger thousands of Jewish lives for J 5 
something which is entirely optional and not mandatory at all’ § a 
The thought is inconceivable. Nor can we assume that they (th J i 
people) went to war voluntarily; for even voluntarily they had J 1 
no right to endanger themselves and the entire nation. On the Fo 
contrary, they should have been restrained. In addition, how couli 
these wars be completely optional and devoid of the sanction of fh 
Torah? And how did the Sages thus permit the desecration of the ft 
Sabbath, which was allowed in both mandatory and optional wars: J } 

\ 
1 


f Nevertheless, these are called permissive according to our Sages. 
BY imposing upon the government the necessity to secure per- 

mission of the Great Sanhedrin before endangering Jewish lives J s 

and desecrating the Sabbath needlessly, the ‘Torah attempts w ft 


a prevent impulsive and irresponsible actions by those who standa Ft 
the head of the government. a 
We thus learn that, restraint notwithstanding, the public has th 


legal authority, through those who represent them, to exercit Jo! 
authority over the individual even when it involves danger to lift J ® 


1. Sotah, 44b. 
2. Maimonides, Hil. Melakhim, 5:1. 
3. Sanhedrin, 24. 

4. Mekom Shemuel, 8. 
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Thus wrote the late Rabbi Kook, ‘There is no alternative but to. 
sert that the public welfare in times of war is an exception to the 
rule, ‘thorf shalt live by them’! for we see that permissive wars are 
allowed. Otherwise, how can we find justification for endangering, 
human lives for purposes of expansion or comfort? But wars and 
public regulations are in a different category. Political laws need not — 
conform to the Torah’s regulations concerning the individual; 
and this includes laws of war, both mandatory and optional. 
Elsewhere, I have explained that these also have their source in the 
Torah, but that the means of their interpretation and application 
were granted to each ruler according to his own wisdom.’”? Rabbi 
Kook continues, “Therefore, we are.told that the king must write 
two scrolls of the Torah*: the first scroll is in performance of his 
duty as a Jew, and the second, in order to learn the conduct of 


the statey’”* 

For y ae scholars, then, Torah has all the necessary principles 
for the conduct of the state, but gives a relatively great degree of 
freedom to the heads of state to operate according to their under- : 
standing of the needs of the hour. Along with this freedom of . 
action, the Torah deems those heads of state responsible for my 
in comformity with the spirit of ‘Torah. Their “understanding”’ 1 
not to be completely self-determined, but it is to grow out of ae 
matrix of the Torah ideology. | 

By quoting the above mentioned talmudic passage from San- 
hedrin, Rabbi Kook attemps to reiterate for our times the proposi- 
tion with which this essay began: there is am inextricable bond 
between Torah and the State, between Divine Revelation and 
National Consciousness. It is evident that the divine and eternal 
Torah did not bind or subjugate itself to any specific political 
system. These systems are: not permanent, they change according 
to the demands of the times, so that it would have been impractical 
to mention in the Torah all aspects of the regulations of society 
and of the state.° But everywhere and in everything, political 

1. This biblical passage (Lev. 18:5) is the oft-quoted source for the suspension 
of most laws in order to save a-human life. It ig the source, therefore, for glways 
favoring the preservation of life and opposing any ummecessary risk to * se 
survival. 

2. Mishpat 315-17. 

3. Sanhedrin, 21b. 

4. Mishpat Kohen, 274. 

5. See supra, p. 201, note 1. a 
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conduct must be imbued with the spirit of Torah. The adgj. 
tional Torah scroll that a king must write indicates that politica! 
laws pertaining to the community at large, which .are apparent) 
removed from the precise laws concerning individuals as delineates 
in the Torah, must be permeated with the knowledge of the Torah 
with the general principles and goals of the Torah of the living 
God, and with the Jewish principles of the sanctity of life. 

It is, therefore, necessary, from the state’s point of view, to place 
the Torah at the base of its structure and with it to erect its soli 

The Torah’s principle of the sanctity of the individual, create 
in God’s image, must serve as the guide for the State of Israel, 
and it must determine the complexion and the direction of the 
State, regardless of the political problems within and withou 
her borders. 7 
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Joseph M. Baumgarten 


‘The following article by Dr. Baumgarten, professor of 
rabbinic literature at the Baltimore Hebrew College, 
was written in response to “Halakhic Implications of — 
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” by Dr. Sidney B. Hoeing, 
which appeared in the first issue of TRapITION. A 
specialist in the field of the Scrolls and related sources, 
and a frequent contributor to scholarly journals, 
Dr. Baumgarten was ordaihed as rabbi by Mesivta 
Torah Vodaath and received the Ph. D. degree from 
John Hopkins University. A response by Dr. Hoeing 
appears in the pages immediately following this essay. 


THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS: 
THREAT TO HALAKHAH? 


the meanin a number of ancient Hebrew scrolls found in the 
vicinity of the Dead Sea. A mammoth literature has mushroomed 
in both scholarly and popular. publications deseribing this dramatic 
discovery and attempting to establish its theological significance. 
In Christian circles the reactions have ranged from enthusiastic 
acceptance by Unitarian liberals to the alarmed hostility of funda- 
mentalists who would give almost anything to have the scrolls 
returned to their hiding places in the caves. 

To the credit of Jewish scholars it may be said that they have 
generally viewed the issues with greater calm and objectivity. 
In the present stage of research this attitude seems especially 
commendable. First, only a fraction of the mass of material found 
in the caves of Qumran has been published. Secondly, the task 
of interpretation, even on the basic philological level, is only in its 
initial phases. Thirdly, whatever problems may ultimately emerge 
from findings in the so-called inter-testamental period—obviously 
of more delicate concern to Christians than to Jews—it has been 
shown repeatedly that the cause of Jewish tradition is best served 
by an objective appraisal of scientific and historical evidence. ‘This 
calm equanimity has now been shattered by the alarmed reaction of. 
prominent rabbinic scholar. 


For almost a ea now the religious world has been mulling over 


$ 
> 
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In his essay on the Dead Sea Scrolls in the first issue of TRaDITIoy, 


_ Dr. Sidney; B. Hoenig aligns himself with the views of Prof 


Zeitlin who vigorously denies the antiquity of these documents, 


Since Zeitlin is still waging what amounts to an almost single 


handed battle against the Scrolls, one must commend Dr. H 
for his courage in taking up the cudgels in defense of this belea. 
guered position. However, since Dr. Hoenig’ arguments are based 
primarily on religious considerations and he’ is apparently trying 
to formulate the Orthodox position vis-a-vis the Scrolls, it 
necessary to scrutinize carefully the soundness of his approach, 
Dr. Hoenig begins by reporting the alarmed reaction of many 
Christian theologians. Jewish scholars do not seem to be similar 


_alarmed. This Hoenig attributes to their failure to study the scrolls 


dilligently ; : actually they should also be concerned. He then portrays 
in dire terms the threat to Jewish tradition allegedly presented by 
the scrolls. The scrolls involve us in halakhic problems pertaining 


to Tefillin, the calendar, the holidays, etc. They undermine ou 


sacred beliefs and observances. Observant Jews, were they t 


accept the Scrolls, would be faced with skepticism and doubts.’ 


In short, the Scrolls are very dangerous. What are we to do’ 


Fortunately, Dr. Hoenig reports with apparent relief, there is: 
way out. Prof. Zeitlin has declared the scientific proofs offered for 


the,antiquity of the scrolls to be unreliable. The Scrolls are nothing 
but a blunder, a vast hoax which has ensnared the —t 


world of biblical scholarship. 


Now my concern over this approach i is not caused by the fac 
that it runs counter to the opinion of the overwhelming majonit 
of ‘scholars. A minority opinion based on independent ‘researc 
‘can often be of great heuristic value. The disturbing element s 
Hoenig’s apparent willingness to stake the validity and authority 
of Jewish traditions on the dogmatic espousal of a dubious theor. 
To question the validity of certain scholarly methods is ay 
writer’s prerogative. However, to posit a religious credo whic 
asserts in fact that the validity of the faith is dependent upon the 
successful denial of the antiquity of the scrolls is to render: 


grave disservice to the cause of traditional apologetics. For whi 


we may ask, will be the alternative if the prevalent scholarly opin: 
does emerge ultimately as the correct one? Shall Jews then & 
compelled to discard their traditions and change their festive 
calendar? Or will they take refuge in a pious solipsism whit 
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refuses to recognise the existence of the Scrolls lest they enipiatin 
their faith? Dr. Hoenig recognizes the untenability of the latter 
position and declares that he ‘‘has no fears about the issue.’ 
Yet his reliance on a scholarly position which flaunts all criteria of 
historical evidence coupled with his frightening description of the 
Scrolls cannot but lead to this very dilemma. | 

For the sake of 1 inquiry, let us assume the truth of one of Dr. 
Hoenig’s contentions, i.e. that some of the doctrines and laws in the . 
Scrolls are opposed to the norms of traditional Judaism. Let us 
also assume that the scrolls do derive from the latter days of the 
Second Temple. Do these premises present a threat to our halakhic 
principles? Here, the writer believes, lies the major fallacy in 
Hoenig’s: position. ‘He confounds antiquity with authority. The 
mere fact that the Scrolls are ancient does not invest them with 


_ sanctity as sources for Jewish teaching. Deviations from normative 
Judaism are not confined to our own times; they abounded in all 


periods of Jewish history. There is nothing im rabbinic teaching 
which impels us to look upon earlier generations as being mono- 
lithic in their adherence to Pharisaic halakhah. In fact, itis probable — 
that the Pharisees, as their name indicates, were at one time looked © 
upon as qugfor separatists. Yet it is from them, and only from them, 
that we derive our legal traditions. 

Rabbinic literature is replete with references to legal contro- 
versies with the Sadducees who denied the authority of the Oral 
Law. No attempt was made to conceal this faet. According to an 
interesting talmudic statement there were at the time of the destruc- 
tion of the temple no less than twenty-four dissident sects among 
Jews.' Among these were the Essenes (originally o’N"on) a group 
of religious extremists spent whom we have information in classical 
sources, 

The Essenes, according to Josephus and Philo, were distinguished 
by their very severe observance of the. laws of ritual purity. ‘This 
led many of them to renounce the commandment “‘be fruitful and 
multiply” and to live in celibacy near the shores of the Dead Sea. 
The Roman naturalist, Pliny the Elder, gives a very vivid de- 
scription of this monastic settlement which he visited in the wake 
of Titus’ army in 70 C.E. For more than a century now scholars - 
have been searching rabbinic sources for possible allusions te these | 


1. Yerushalmi Sanhedrin. 
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Essenes, without any fruitful results. The repeated attempts t 
identify this group, which shows clear proto-Christian tendencies 
with the the the and other piettsts who ap 
mentioned with favor in the Talmud have all been unsuccessfy} 
The entire problem is. now reopened through the discovery of th 
Dead Sea Scrolls. 

When the Qumran Manual of Discipline was published scholar 
noticed immediately the. marked resemblance in organization, 
customs, and doctrines between the Qumran sect and the Essenes 
This resemblance clearly pointed to the close affinity, if not identity. 
of the two groups. Furthermore, it soon emerged that an enigmati 
text, called the Damascus Document, which had been the subject 
of inconclusive scholarly debates ever singe its discovery more than 
sixty years ago in the Cairo Genizah, must also belong to the same 
sectarian literary genre. In this text are many points of contact 
with rabbinic halakhah, thus opening up completely new avenues 
_ of research into the problem of the Essenes and their attitude to 
Pharisaic law. : 

_ It is surprising that Dr. Hoenig who strives laboriously tw 
demonstrate the anti-halakhic character of the Scrolls does not 
make use of the ample material found in the Damascus Document. 
For example, it is evident from there that the sect was sharph 
opposed to rabbinic law in the area of marriage. Polygamy wa 
considered by them to be a biblical prohibition. Through the ux 
of wp°n (analogy), the Damascus Document seeks to prove tha 
marriage with one’s niece is likewise biblically forbidden. As is 
well known, in the Talmud such a union is not only permitted, but 
is considered a mitzvah. The same prohibition ts found later among 


the Karaite expounders known as 21397 °9¥93, who derived this and_ 


- similar extensions of the laws of incest by the use of analogy. This 
is one of many indications pointing to a possible link between th 
Qumran, sect and the later Karaites. Needless to say it does not 
substantiate Prof. Zeitlin’s claim that the Qumran literature, itself 
derives from the Karaites. | 
One of the most promising clues for identifying sectarianism 
of the Qumran type in rabpinic sources is found in the Toseft 
Berakhot VUl 6: 
‘To begin a blessing with Allef-Lamed and to conclude with Ale 
Lamed, this is a divergent way. . 
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This statement refers to extremists who avoided the nu7X% ov 
(Adonai) even in prescribed blessing; instead they substituted the 
jivine name 799 9X (E/). It is precisely this practice which is 
strikingly displayed in the Qumran documents. In the Manual of 
Discipline, for example, the ‘fetragrammaton is never written. 

Even where it occurs in scriptural quotations four dots are sub- 
stituted. In the Habakkuk Commentary the Tetragrammaton is _ 
written exclusively in °93¥ 3N>D (paleo-Hebrew script). The only 
divine name’ regularly employed in the scrolls is %9 95x. Thus 
we find a blessing beginning with the formula 8 ANX 33, an 
obvious substitution for the normal FNS. 

There are two other instances where the Tosefta uses the term 
pink 777 in describing religious deviations. One concerns blessings 
pronounced over the sun and the other the practice of filtering wine 
and vinegar.’ In both cases it has been shown by Dr. S. Lieberman 
that similar practices are mentioned by Josephus and the Damascus 
Document respectively. 

Thus, we now have some indication of how our Sages looked 

upon the sectarians of the Qumran-Essene type.* They considered 
them as heterodox extremists who because of their excessive zeal 
had deviated from the normative halakhah, It was this same@exag- 
gerated ultra-piety which led many of these sectarians to separate 
themselves from the Temple because the service was not conducted 
in accordance with their standards of purity*; it also led a portion 
of the sect to renounce marriage and family life; finally, it laid the 
foundation for that other-worldly fixation which became a dominant 
feature of later Christian monasticism. Obviously, the laws, the 
practices, and the doctrines of such a group are in no way author- 
tative for contemporary Judaism. Thus the anxiety expressed by 
Dr. Hoenig as to the devastating effect of the Scrolls upon Jewish 
ttaditions is basically unfounded. Certainly there is no peril in 
studying the Scrolls if one keeps in mind their provenience and 
does not blindly:elevate them to the level of authoritative literature. 
How these fundamental considerations apply to the specific 


Tosefta Berakhot V1I:6 and Terumot VIl:11. 
2. For an appraisal of the contacts of the sect with Pharisaic law, cf. the writer's 
in JBL, Vol. LXXVII (September, 1958),-249-257. 


3. Cf. the writer's appraisal of the sectarian attitude to sacrifices in Harvard 


Theological Review, XLVI (1953), 141-159. 
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halakhic problems mentioned by Dr. Hoenig will be readily gee 

' from a few examples. 

Dr. Hoenig refers to the Book of Jubilees and its solar calend: 
_ which was followed by the Qumran writers: 


We are here confronted with the problem of our traditional obsery. 
ance of the calendar. Was the calendrical system now rediscovered 
in the Jubilee Scroll the authentic one. . .? Acceptance of the Scrolls 
as undisputed truth challenges the correctness of our observance 
of the Holy Days. 


The writer finds these fears extremely perplexing. The Book of 
Jubilees is not a new discovery; its existence as part of the apoery. 
phal literature has been known for ages. The original Hebrew tex 
was still current in early medieval times and is known te have been 


present in the library of the Gaon Saadia. To my knowledge no. 


one has ever questioned that this work stems from the period of the 
Second Temple, In fact, Prof. Zeitlin has long advocated the view 
_ that it dates from the early post-exilic period. If the existence of 
such an ancient sectarian work Constitutes a threat to tradition, 
why, we may ask, have we not been alarmed heretofore? Is: 
deviation from our calendar more dangerous when it is found ina 
cave? It is true that Zeitlin and others had long ago speculated 
that the solar calendar of Jubilees was the original biblical calenda 
while the lunar-solar calendar of the Pharisees was a later modific- 


tion; but these speculations have not been corroborated by th f 


Dead Sea Scrolls. On the contrary, the new findings have cas 
serious doubt upon several of Dr. Zeitlin’s ideas concerning the 
Jubilees calendar.' Thus, it now appears from a Qumran fragment 
dealing with the priestly watches (mishmarot) that the sectarian 
calendar did not lack “the notion of Sefirah” as believed by 
Zeitlin and Hoenig, although the dates’ for the Omer offering 
and Shabuot (15th of Sivan) are radically different from Pharisac 
practice. 

Another Qumran text which seems to concern Dr. Hoenig is the 
Commentary on Habakkuk. He poses a series of anxious questions. 
Are we to consider this commentary ong par with the Mekhilt 
and other midrashim? Was the Teacher of Righteousness a Me 
siah ? Should we as observant Jews accept the beliefs found in thi 


1. See the writer’s paper on the beginning of the day in the calendar of Jubilen 
JBL, Vol. LXVII (December, 1958). ; 
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groll? There is only one possible answer to all these questions:_— 
No! This scroll is a sectarian document; it has no authority for us 
ys religious teaching. Moreover, its character is entirely different 
from that of the midrashim. While the latter are homiletic exposi- 
tions of the text, the Habakkuk Commentary seems interested only 


in finding allusions to contemporary events in the words of the 
prophet. — so tenuous is the connection between the com- 
mentary and the biblical text, that it is fantastic to suggest that our 
sages were dissuaded from using these portions of Habakkuk on 
Shabuot because they knew of such sectarian commentaries. 

Dr. Hoenig cites a Qumran regulation which sets twenty as the 
age for marriage, and compares it with the rabbinic dictum that the 
Lord waits impatiently until twenty for a bachelor to marry, As the 
writer has noted elsewhere’ the two are entirely unrelated. For the 


‘rabbis twenty was a terminus ad quem, for the sectarians it was a 


terminus a quo. 

In the same passage occurs a law which, according to some 
translators, qualifies a woman as a witnéss. Dr. Hoenig is alarmed 
by this law and by the conclusion of one translator that ‘‘one is not 
justified i in using rabbinic materials as descriptive of Judaism as a 
whole of the two centuriés preceding the fall of Jerusalem.”” Now 
even if the translation of the law were correct, we fail to see anything 
alarming in the conclusion drawn from it. In fact, I think we must © 
agree with it whole-heartedly. Certainly our rabbinic sources are | 


not representative of the viewpoints of all Jewish sects which 


existed before the fall of Jerusalem. It so happens, however, that 
the translation is not correct. In a paper to which Dr. Hoenig 
refers, the writer has shown that the passage in question could not 
possibly refer to the testimony of women.* While Dr. Hoenig 
disputes my proposed reconstruction of the text, he does concur | 
with my refutation of the view that’this sectarian’ law qualifies 
women as witnesses. Thus, from any point of view, what cause is 
there for alarm ? 

The foregoing examples illustrate the desirability of a thorough 
background in rabbinic learning for a proper understanding of the | 
scrolls. It is regrettable that the people most qualified in this rspect 
ae entirely oblivious to the existence of these documents, or have 
superciliously dismissed them as not worthy of a lamdan’s attention, 


* 1. Cf. my note in JOR, XLIX, (October, 1958), 159-60. 
2. JBL, Vol. LXXVI (1957), 266 ff. 
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This neglect has left the field open for a variety of misinterpreta. 
tions and historical fantasies such as the attempt to make Hillel ap 
Essene and to present the latter as paragons of Jewish virtue 
Dr. Zeitlin has of course fully exploited these scholarly aberrations 
in his sharp criticism of the research connected with the Scrolls 
He has also found a marked receptivity for his extremely skeptical 
position among certain Orthodox Jews (whose attitude to ney 
discoveries is best summed up by the dictum 
It is surprising, however, that these same people, among them ven 
learned rabbis, have not bothered to examine the broader historicg 
theses upon which ‘Prof. Zeitlin’s position vis-a-vis the Scrolls js 
based. 

_An examination of Prof. Zeitlin’s ante-Qumran writings is in 
this respect most illuminating. In 1933 he published a provo. 
cative volume on the history of the Second Jewish Comonwealth 
which deals among other things with the nature of the three major 
Jewish groups of this period. In consonance. with other liber 
historians, Prof. Zeitlin portrays the Pharisees as the party of 
liberal progress and innovation: 


The so-called Pharisees, on the other hand, strove to bring religio 
into consonance with life, and to amend the Pentateuchal law wher 

_*. life’s demands required it. ‘Fhe spirit of these liberal tendencies i 
immanent in all the Halakot of the Perushim. 


The prime example which Dr. Zeitlin cites to illustrate this thess 
is the law of Erub. With great ingenuity he outlines the stages in 
the liberalizing evolution of this law. 

According to the Bible, Dr. Zeitlin maintains, no Jew wa 
allowed to leave his house at all on the Sabbath: 


“Abide ye every man in his place, let no man go out of his place on 
the seventh day” (Ex. 15:21). : 


of the Sabbath less burdensome the rabhe 


introduced a reform. They declared that a person can walk: 
distance ,of two-thousand cubits from his home. He was nd 


- permitted to walk throughout the settlement in which he lived, 


only within an orbit .of two-thousand cubits from the place wher 


_ he had established his abode before the Sabbath. Moreover, travel 


lers arriving froM another place on the Sabbath, such as witness 
coming to Jerusalem to testify concerning the new moon (Mishni 
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Rosh ha-Shanah 11:5) could-move about only in the courtyard. _ 
Rabban Gamaliel the Elder was the first to institute a takkanah © 
giving the witnesses permission to walk a distance of two-thousand - 
cubits around the place of testimony, similar to the privileges of 
inhabitants of Jerusalem. This stage of the law dates, according to 
Zeitlin, from as late as the middle of the first century C.E. To 
make the law still easier, the rabbis decided to extend the meaning 
of makom (‘‘place’’) to include the whole city, thus giving a Jew 
the right to walk throughout his city and two-thousand cubits — 
beyond its limits. Finally, in order to make the Sabbath still more 
pleasant, the rabbis ordained that a person could establish his 
abode outside the city by placing food there before the Sabbath. - 
It is not possible here to analyze fully all the elements of this 
schematic reconstruction. Suffice it to point out that according to this 
theory the Sabbath techum or limit of two-thousand cubits loses tts 
entire legal justification. Instead of an extension of the limits ef — 
a city derived from the open spaces surrounding the levitical cities 
in Numbers 35.5—whether this derivation be considered biblical 
or rabbinic—the techum becomes an arbitrary ad hoc reform sup- 
posedly instituted to allow greater freedom of movement. Actually, 
it is evident from R. Gamaliel’s takkanah that the inhabitants of — 
Jerusalem enjoyed from long ago the right to move throughout the 
city and beyond it for two-thousand cubits. What R. Gamaliel did 
‘was merely to extend these same privileges to the witnesses.! 
This implies, of course, that the meaning of makom was already 
understood to: iff€lude the entire cjty. | 
However, beyond thee internal strictures, it is interesting to 
note how Prof. Zeitlin’s theory fares in the light of the Dead Sea _ 
Scrolls. In the Damascus Document the two-thousand cubit — 
limit is explicitly applied to the city, rather than the individual | 


‘home: OX > PIN AMY I> INR wR 


Let no man - after a beast (on the Sabbath) to pasture it outside 
his town for more than two-thousand cubits. 


However, according to another passage in the same text a man can 
walk only one thousand cubits outside the city: rwy> yin 7oAN OX 
MoX2 )°X Sy. This ambiguity in the extent of the techum is easily 


I. That the expression M9 455 can only mean two thousand 
cubits beyond the limits of the city is proven by Tosefta Erubin IV, 9. This is also 
the interpretation of all commentaries on the Mishnah. 
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traceable to the similar ambiguity concerning the extent of the 
open spaces surrounding the levitical cities in Numbers 35:4°5, 
The Tanna R. Eliezer also noted the apparent contradiction and 
distinguished between the open spaces and the surrounding fields. 
MBI) OID NITY AN TDK AON. The sectarians 
on the other hand, apparently could find no way of adequately 
resolving the contradiction, although they may hae distinguished 
between ordinary walking and pasturing. In any case, we have here 
_ corroboration not only of the antiquity of the techum butéof it 
direct connection with the limits of the levitical cities. Thus the 


extended analogy of R. Hisda (Erubin, 51a) which connects § 


makom in Exodus 16:29 with Numbers 35:5 is strikingly supported 
by the Scrolls. | 

Any lingering doubts concerning the antiquity of the techum are 
dispelled by the Qumran War Scroll, a text which deals with an 
apocalyptic battle of the so-called Sons of Light against the Sons 


of Darkness. This battle is to be conducted in accordance with 


the biblical rules concerning the purity of the military°camp. One 
regulation in the text reads as follows: AMINA: ND Pa AMT mM 


And there shall a space of two-thousand cubits between each of 


their camps and the place of the latrine. 


This law is clearly based on Deut. 23:13, where it is ordained that 


the latrines must be outside the camp. However, neither in the 
Torah nor in rabbinic sources is it specified how far they must be. 
The Qumran sectarians, consistently basing themselves on Num- 
bers 35:5, took two-thousand cubits as the standard measure of the 
outer limits of a settlement and applied this measure to the biblical 
law. Again, the direct connection between the techum and the city 
limits is clearly substantiated. 

It is unfortunate that Prof. Zeitlin, instead of re-examining 
his theories in the light of the new evidence, uses his theories to 
“disprove” the antiquity of the Scrolls. Thus, he has repeatedly 
asserted that the Scrolls cannot be pre-medieval because they 
refer to the Sabbath limit. Similarly, the Scrolls cannot be ancient 
because they employ final letters: According to the talmudi 
tradition (Megillah, 2b), the final letters 
were apparently known in the time of the Second Temple. Prof. 
Zeitlin, however, dismisses this talmudic tradition as legend and 
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declares that final letters were not used till after ol time of R. 
Akiba; hence the Scrolls must be later. 

It is quite evident that at least some of Prof. Zeitlin’s opposition 
to the scrolls stems from the fact that he finds them incongruous 
with his conception concerning the evolutionary development of 
Jewish law. Traditional scholars, who recognize only a limited 
validity for the evolutionary hypothesis in the area of Halakhah, 
will therefore find little solace in Prof. Zeitlin’s crusade against 
the Scrolls. On the contrary, since these sectarian documents do 
contain elements which throw important light on the background 


of halakhic institutions, they deserve the serious attention of 
traditionalists, though they do-not regard them as authoritative. 
, This approach may be further illustrated by reference to the biblical 


scrolls found at Qumran. 

Dr. Hoenig is much ehcorned over certain readings in the 
Scrolls which differ from the Masorah. He cites several examples 
from different portions of the Bible. However, what Dr. Hoenig - 
fils to mention is the over-all imfact of e Serolls upon textual 
studies, which has been to enhance tremendously the respect of 
scholars for the Masoretic tradition. Of the two major Isaiah 
scrolls found, one is almost identical with the Masorah, while 
the other seldom departs from it in essentials, though the spelling 
reflects a later Hebrew dialect. Many other biblical manuscripts 

Qumran scarcely differ at all from the consonantal text of the - 
Masorah. The variations which do exist are mostly due to careless 
copying on the part of the Qumran scribes. This carelessness be 
especially apparent in the Isaiah text where whole phrases a 
occasionally» omitted because of obvious textual reminiscences ” 
and confusions. Despite these unmistakeable errors, however, the 
text is so close to the Masorah, that, ironically, it was this very 
agreement which was first used by Prof. Zeitlin as an argument 
against the antiquity of the scroll. He simply could not believe 
that a text so old could be so close to the traditional Masorah. 

With regard to some readings in the Scrolls which agree with 
the Septuagint, we must remember that this is nothing new. For a 
long time scholars have pointed to various Greek readings as 
superior to the Hebrew. Even more, it was already noted by the 
Rishonim that there are readings in rabbinic sources which do not 
agree with the Masorah. Nevertheless, the Masorah has been and 
will remain for Jews the only authoritative recension of the Bible. 
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So far all emendations of the received text based on isolated 9 wr: 
Qumran readings have been shown to be unreliable. Again, anti. 9 par 
quity must not be confused with authority. pro 
So far we have not addressed ourselves to what is after all the 
essential question. Is the early dating of the Scrolls scientifically ff lin 
established? Dr. Hoenig disposes of this issue with two brief arr 


sentences: 4 late 
Paleography has not proven the stati date. The Carbon 14 test has 
were.made, not on the parchment found, but on linen covering St 
which may not have covered the scrolls. I 

has 


One might be led to believe from this that the claim for antiquity the 

_ was based on nothing more than two vague criteria. Actually it is ab 

supported by almost every method of scientific dating at the disposal 

of the archaeologist. These include the analysis of pottery, the J ¢,, 

dated coins found at Qumran, the internal philological study of the J py 

Scrolls, the historical allusions, as well as paleography and radio 

carbon testing. Of course mathematical certainty cannot ever be J 4a, 

- achieved in the field of historical research, but one can safely say 

that the terminal date for the Scrolls in the first century C.E.is J 4, 

now as well established as that of most discoveries made from 

antiquity. For the detailed substantiation of this statement the 

reader may refer to the judicious studies by Millar Burrows and 

. _ Frank Cross. Here we shall only comment ‘on the two points In: 
raised by Dr. Hoenig. 

First, with regard to paleography, the study of the changing 
forms of ancient writing, it is true that this is only an approximate 
science. It cannot usually be used to date manuscripts with an 
allowable error of less than fifty years. However, when it comes toa 
difference of six hundred years the evidence of paleography is 

_ decisive. One need not be a trained specialist to see the patent 
difference between the writing of the Scrolls and that of 7th century 
manuscripts. puch a late date for any of the Qumran scrolls 1 is 
absurd.) 

The suggestion that the linen on which the carbon 14 test was 

emade did not cover the scrolls, is hardly adequate to dispose of 
this objective method of In faot;"yone of the linen 


1. We may add that the recent diseovery of several lines of Hebrew wnting 
from 70 C.E. by an Israeli excavation at Masada adds further confirmation to the 
first century date of the script in some of the Scrolls. 
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wrappings found by excavators in the first Qumran cave still has \ 
part of a scroll attached to it. Moreover, how does Dr. Hoenig 
propose to explain the circumstance that a whole literature of 
allegedly medieval Karaite texts is wrapped in genuine Roman 
linen and placed in genuine Roman pottery? Was this deliberately — 
arranged by the Karaites in order to confound the archaeologists of 
later generations, or is this the work of an ingenious forger ? Never © 
has Dr. Zeitlin offered any coherent explanation for these very 
strange coincidences. So much for the question of dating. 

In conclusion, I should like to point out that while Dr. Hoenig 
has apparently come to bury the scrolls, | have not come to praise 
them. Indirectly it may be that he has done a valuable service to the 
rabbinate and religiously educated laity by cautioning against 
excessive. zeal in propogating’ the Qumran literature. The Dead 
Sea Scrolls are hot sacred scripture. They belong to the corpus of 
ons’n ompO rejected by the Sages, despite their unquestioned 
antiquity. For this very reason they can have no bearing on present’ - 
day Halakhah. It may be, when all the Qumran material has bee 
published and a better evaluation of the scrolls becomes possible, 
that we will then be able to apply the dictum of R. Yossef con- 
cerning the book of Ben Sira: 199 WS MRT SYD 


“The good things therein one may expound” (Sanhedrin, 100b). 
In the meantime it is wise to refrain from making rash judgments. 


“In repose and tranquility shall you be helped; in quietness and in 
confidence shall be your strength.”’ 
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SCROLL IDOLIZATION | 


Dr. a interprets my reaction to the ‘schei as asserting 
“that the validity of the faith is dependent upon the successful 
denial of the antiquity of the Scrolls.” This is a most misleading 
interpretation. Rereading my original statement on page 67 of the 
first issue of TRADITION, one will find that I emphasized tha 


rabbinic authorities surely do not look to the Dead Sea Scrolls to 


explain any phase of Jewish practice even if recorded in the Manual 
_ of Discipline, or to support any notion of halakhic conduct eves 
if elaborated in the Zadokite.or Damascus Fragment. “To them 
these Scrolls are not and never will be in the category of sacred 
literature. For them the Dead Sea Scrolls are only’ irrelevant 
relics.’ The validity of the Jewish faith definitely is not dependent 
upon any of the Scrolls, even if, as held by Baumgarten, they are 
of antiquity. The present writer, hence, in no wise “‘confotnds 
antiquity with authority.” 

The pages of TRADITION are not designed to weigh the relative 
merits of the various scholarly approaches, or even to repeat 
the entire story of the Battle of the Scrolls and Baumgarten’ 
strictures against Professor Solomon Zeitlin. Every argument 
which Baumgarten has set forth has already been discussed in the 
current issues of the Jewish Quarterly Review. Every phase of law 
that he enumerates and repeats—marriage of niece, testimony 
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Scroll Idolization 


of witnesses, Tetragrammaton, techum, and so forth—has been 
and refuted in those pages. Basically, as I already noted 

on page 76, “What we really possess in these Scrolls are early 
Karaitic writings. These dissidents against Halakhah sought to 
organize their lives on the basis of anti-rabbinic traditions, and 
there were many ‘fringe’ groups. Their philosophies, religious 
ideas, and teachings, therefore, are not a menace to our tradition.” - 
‘The essential question whether the Scrolls are ancient or medie-— 
val, which Baumgarten finally discusses at the end of his paper, 
aso has been amply reviewed before. To the present writer, 
despite Baumgarten’s reliance on Burrows or Cross, the paucity 
of scientific proofs for an early dating is still evident. The Carbon 14 
test is not final; the analysis was not made on the scrolls themselves, 
hit only on the linen. In this age of photostats and new processes 
ot printing, the contents of texts (which are the important items 
in question) can definitely be preserved for posterity, even if the — 
parchment material itself disintegrates ‘because of the scientific 
test. There is, moreover, no proof that the serolls were actually 
in the jars, since the ‘discoverer,’ Muhammad Adh-Dhib him- 
self, declared that he broke all the jars in the cave and that he cut 
off pieces of the scrolls for sandals. Scholars now reveal that 
different columns of parchment were joined together artificially 
to.make a complete scroll. The archaeologists at Qumran also 
concede that the Bedouin, and not they, are the actual “‘discover- 
ers,” and that it is most probable that some of the scrolls were 
brought from Egypt. The fact that there are caves containing lin 
wrappings and jars from the Roman period strewn about does not 
prove that the Scrolls were wrapped in these linens or were found 
in these jars. Much more documentation and proof are needed 
to authenticate the association. Baumgarten’s published scientific 
evidence that See the linen wrappings found by excavators in 
the first Qumran, ‘cave still has part of a seroll attached to it,” 
is still eagerly awaited! 

Doubts arise, too, about the nature of the Qumran scriptorium— 


doubts that the Scrolls were penned there. Moreover, the internal. ; 


literary evidence, such as terminology (bet mishpat instead of 
bet din), ignorant modes of writing (7A Mwpwn), distorted - 
references to rabbinic concepts, and similarities to Targum . 
Jonathan lead perforce to a medieval dating for these non-biblical 
manuals or commentaries which were written by semi-literate 
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Karaitic sectarians who were acquainted with and even followed , § impo 
solar calendrical system such as that of Jubilees. This will explain | “eah 
the Qumran-Karaitic affinities. That the Qumran sectarians wer | It 
Essenes is also most uncertain, for even among those seeking ay 104 
ancient dating for the Scrolls there are scholars like Dr. Cegj § tion 
Roth who identify the group with the Zealots; the Essenes are ng § of t 

_ even mentioned in these Scrolls! That the text of the biblical.scrolly | Levi 
do not add to an understanding of the Masoretic text has already for 2 
been shown by Professor Harry M. Orlinsky. In general, the | men 
weaknesses of the external evidence from archaeology for dating keep 
; the Scrolls has already been voiced publicly by one of the outstand. ] to tt 
ing Scroll scholars at the recent winter public meeting of the J shov 
Society of Biblical Literature, at which Dr. Baumgarten and the | the 
writer were both present. The authenticity of these finds is neither “the 
as apparent nor as conclusive as held by Baumgarten. The inter. } in E 
relationship of the medieval texts of the Cairo Genizah to the | the! 
~« Qumran material, on the other hand, becomes stronger and more | orm 
vivid with continued comparative research. cisel 
The isswe to be emphasized here, in TRADITION, is a broad one: | repl 
are, or are not, the Scrolls authoritative for the study of the accepted } the | 
Halakhah ? Suffice it to say that the present writer does not.refuse to | spre 
recognize the existence of the Scrolls, neither does he “‘take refuge ] | 
in pious solipsism.”” He agrees with Baumgarten that ‘‘the mere fact } Jam 
that the Scrolls are ancient’does not invest them with a sanctity as [sche 
sources for Jewish teaching.” But there’is a remarkable inconsistency | mo! 
in Baumgarten’s thesis. He notes: “‘... it is from them (the Pharisees), } scr 
and only from them, that we derive our legal traditions” and that | Chr 
“the Dead Sea Scrolls are not sacred scriptures . . . despite their | | 
unquestioned antiquity.”” But what is beyond comprehension and | %! 
inconsistent with this premise is his conclusion=*‘. . . these sectarian | the 
documents do contain elements which throw important light on the | 
background of halakhic institutions.” “. . . In this text (Manual | sus 
of Discipline) are many points of contact with rabbinic halakhah.” } ‘thr 
. .. “the over-all impact of the Scrolls . . . has been to emhance } put 
_ tremendougly the respect of scholars for the Masoretic tradition.” |“ 
Thus, on the one hand, Baumgarten honestly regards the findings | ¥" 
as sectarian, with no authority for religious teaching and no |. ¥0 
bearing -on normative Halakhah. Yet on the &ther hand he speaks'} of ' 


L | of their ‘‘contact with Halakhah” and the fact that “they shed a 
| 1. Italics are mine. = 
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Scroll Idolization 
mportant light on the background of Halakhah” and how they 
“enhance tremendously the respect for the Masorah.” 
It is exactly such a non sequitur view of making the Scrolls akin 
to sacred Scriptures and devoting many pages to seeking corrobora- 
tim from the Scrolls for such items as “not only the antiquity 


I ofthe techum but its direct connection with the limits of the 


Levitical cities’ which is disconcerting. There would be no cause 
for alarm if Baumgarten would only be faithful to his own state- 
ment: “Certainly there is no peril in the study of the Scrolls, if one | 
keeps in mind their provenience and does not blindly elevate them 
to the levels of authoritative literature.” Alas, he devotes pages to | 
show that the Damascus Document corroborates the antiquity of 
the “Sabbath limits.”” The cause for alarm is in such views as: 
“the extended argument of R. Hisda . . . which connects makom 
in Exodus 16:29 with Numbers 35.5, is strikingly supported by 
the Scrolls.” The alarm is in attempting to corroborate Halakhah or 
normative Judaism from material in the sectarian Scrolls. It is pre- 
cisely such views that put the Scrolls in a “shrine,” even selling 
replicas of them for display in one’s home. The alarm is due to 
the new idolatry—abodah zarah—developing about the Scrolls. The 
spread of this abodah zarah is ceftoborated by news items such 
as that quoting Dr. Yadin (Day-Fewish Journal of Monday, 
January 5, 1959), where it is asserted that in the Scrolls Christian 
scholars have found proof that the Christian religion is in truth 
more Jewish than had been previously thought, and hence the 
scrolls will bring about a change in the relationships of Jews and 
Christians in the future! 3 

Let it be emphasized that one may study Sadducean halakhah, 
as recorded in the Talmud, or Essene (?) or Qumran literature in 
the Scrolls for purposes of historic analysis, knowing that these are — 
not authoritative, and yet justifiably fear their acceptance by un- © 
suspecting or misled students as normative for Jews. Jubilees was a 
threat to tradition and, therefore, banned from the canon. /t was not - 
put into a shrine as are the Scrolls today. — 7 

As “outside,” ‘‘rejected,”’ ‘‘sectarian’’ works, and Karaitic 


“Writings, the attribution of authority or sanctity to these Scrolls 
| would be most incompatible with the traditional halakhic authority 


of the rabbis. The Scrolls are subsumed under the interdiction of 
the Mishnah Sanhedrin:’ 1% PR AK 
pon Only he who closes his eyes to the continuity 
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of Jewish tradition, its adherence to halakhic interpretations, ang 
its constant impulse throughout history to preserve and defin. 
the canon versus “outside books” will raise the accusation of 
“obscurantism” against one who courageously sees in them direc 
opposition to Jewish tradition and who does not accept the “sacred 
authority” of the Scrolls and their imputed relationship to Halak. 


M 
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FROM THE PAGES OF TRADITION | 
Don Isaac Abravanel 


Rabbi Israel D. Lerner, the translator of this excerpt, 
was ordained by Yeshiva University and continued his 
studies at Dropsie College. He is Headmaster at the 
North Shore Hebrew Academy in Great Neck, L.I., 
and has contributed articles to both popular and learned 
Hebrew and English journals. 


MOSES AT SINAITI: 
I’ Me beginning of the Tradition 


INTRODUCTION 


Don Isaac Abravanel (1437-1508) was a leader in the temporal. 

_and spiritual affairs of the Jewry of his day. In his youth he received 
a well-grounded traditional education. As a grown man he served © 
as treasurer to King Alfonso V of Portugal, but lost his position — 
and worldly possessions in the intrigues of the court of King 
John II, Alfonso’s successor. Rising to eminence again in Castile, 
he became financial advisor to Ferdinand and Isabella, and volun- 
tarily shared the fate of his brethren under the edict of exile of 
1492. For a period he served the king of Naples. Abravanel’s 

turbulent life ended in Venice. 

His works fall into three categories : Biblical exegesis, philo- 
sophy, and apologetics. His philosophical treatise Rosh Amanah 
defended Maimonides’ Thirteen Principles against the attacks of 
_Crescas and Albo. However, his works of commentary on the Bible 
are the most enduring. A 

The Pirkei Abot, or ‘‘Ethics of the Fathers,” is a tractate of 
the Mishnah which is customarily studied, a chapter every Sabbath, 
from Passover till Rosh Hashanah. Abravanel’s commentary on 

the Ethics of the Fathers, from which this excerpt is freely trans- 
lated, was written approximately in 1496. In his introduction to 
this work Abravanel tells of his people’s as well as his personal _ 
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trials and tribulations in the wake of the Spanish Catastrophe 
At the same time he gives us a glimpse into the enduring fait 
and steadfastness of a great Jew. 


THE QUESTION =— 


“Moses received the Torah from Sinai’”—why was his accent. 
ance not linked to God, Who gave the Torah ? It ought to have bee 
declared that Moses accepted the Torah from God; instead it j 
stated that he received it from Sinai! Moreover, if merely a 
_ indication of the place was desired, the expression should have beer 
at Sinai and not from Sinai! 


THE ANSWER 


-This Mishnah teaches us that our Teacher Moses, may he 
rest in peace, accepted the Torah as a complete entity, comparable 
to the creation of Adam as a whole human being. Living beings ar 
born from their like, of their own genus. Man is born from a father 
and mother. But the first man was created by God in a miraculou 
fashion, dust from earth, without a corporeal father and mothe 
as progenitors. After him all mankind followed in natural cours, 
in straight lineage of father unto son. In a similar vein do we vies 
the master-prophet’s Torah and his completeness as a man 
Other people learned one from the other, but our Teacher Moses: 
of blessed memory, was not taught by man. It was the Holy One 
who filled him with the spirit of higher wisdom and prophecy to. 
phenomenal degree. And all this was attained from Sinai! The 
meaning is that it was attained as a result of his lonely sojourn ther 
(at Sinai) without food or drink throughout the days of spiritual 
communion with God. After Moses, the tradition was transmitt 
from man unto man, even as all humans are linked man unto 
man. Thus, in accordance with the aforesaid explanation, the firs 
man came into being when form devolved upon dust (without help 
from another man). Adam was the béginning “for all mankind: 
so too was Moses in his prophecy, when the Godly spirit devolved 


upon him, the first of all prophets. | 
The prerequisite for this perfection was Sinai, the mountat 
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strophe, fF which God chose for His divine presence and revelation. Moses’ 
ng fait f ynely sojourn at Sinai enabled him to achieve all this. This is 
the explanation for the statement of our sages that ‘Moses 
“ERE eceived the ‘Torah from Sinai’; the letter in (from 
Sinai) is causative: Moses’ remarkable, lonely stay at Sinai used 
him to reach the highest degrée attainable in order to receive 
‘Hthe Godly Torah. This idea was already hinted at in Midrash 
Chazita ““He brings me to the House of wine and looks at— 
ne with love’ (Song of Songs 2:4). Sinai can be likened to a 
orage place of precious wine whence one brings forth drink for 
nen.” This interpretation also reflects the words of the ‘Torah: 
“Come up to me into the mount and be there: and I will give thee 
the tables of stone, and the law, and the commandment which I 
have written that thou. mayest teach them” (Ex. Moses 
was instructed to go up that Godly mountain, which is the storage 
place” of the Law and higher Godly discipline, and tarry there 
many days. The words “‘and be there,” indicate that Moses is to — 
ay he F become another being, elevated from the natural state of his 
arable § corporeality to a higher and nobler state, and thus be privileged to 
gsare B receive the ‘Tablets of Stone, the Written Torah, and “the com- 
father mandment,”” i.e. its traditional commentary. Of this traditiofial 
ulous fF commentary is it said “‘and he transmitted it to Joshua, and Joshua 
other fh to the elders, etc.” The Written Law was inseribed by Moses or 
Scrolls and a copy was given to each tribe, but the 
‘view thereon, and all that is to be derived logically from it, Moses taught 
man, § and transmitted to Israel orally. 
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REVIEW OF RECENT HALAKHIC 


Hyman Tuchmg 


PERIODICAL LITERATURE 


STOCK OWNERSHIP 


the Shebat, 5717 issue of 


darom, Rabbi G: Felder discusses 
“The Prohibition of Dealing in 
Forbidden Commodities.’”’ The spe- 
cific case at issue is that of a person 
_ who received a gift of shares of stock 


in a firm which sells non-kosher > 


meats. May the recipient retain the 
shares ‘and receive whatever divi- 
dends are declared, or must he sell 
them at once? 

The Halakhah forbids 
dealing in any item whose con- 
sumption is forbidden by the Torah. 
This is based on a desire to prevent 
the possibility of. eating such mate- 
rials. 

The author cites the halakhic 
sources available and distinguishes 
between a person who trades directly 
in such items and one who acts as a 
middieman between the buyer and 
the seller, without actually handling 
the commodities themselves. In the 
latter case, he is permitted to engage 
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in and to profit from the trans. 
actions. 

The author is of the opinion tha 
the case under “examination 5 
certainly to be allowed since th 
recipient of the shares neither bought 
the items nor invested his own 
money in them, but received thems 
a gift. Moreover, the forbidden com- 
modities are not actually in his 
possession and he is not dealing in 
them directly even as a middleman 
He has at the most merely invested 
his funds with others who deal in 
them. There is thus no need to 
fear that he may eat any of thes 
materials. In addition, “the pro 
hibition against dealing in these items 
is, in the opinion of some authorities 
rabbinic and not biblical, and there- 
fore the Jew is permitted to function 
through an agent, where he himself 
does not buy or sell the forbidden 
commodities.” 

. Rabbi Felder is of the opinion that 
for the reasons given above it 8 
permissible to purchase such shares 
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Review of Recent Halakhic Periodical Literature 


directly. “But as a practical matter 
we ought first obtain the consent of 
the great scholars.” 


AND INSANITY 


This issue of Ha-darom also 
contains an article by Rabbi D. S. 
Shapira on the topic “Can a Ment- 
ily Il] Person Divorce His Wife ?”’ 


4 man has been diagnosed as a> 


hrenic, suffering from delu- 
_and is confined to a mental 
hospital. His wife seeks a divorce 
from him, and he has indicated 
radiness to grant the divorce. A 
get (divorce) must be freely given 
and freely received. If a man is not 
of sound mind, he cannot be entirely 
aware of the significance of his 
actions and, therefore, his actions 
cannot be regarded as entirely free 
and voluntary. 

The patient is a “‘victim of delu- 
sions with regard to his wife and her 
family, believing that they are 
hostile to him. ‘The doctor of his 
ward believes that he has threatened 


sources in the Talmud and in the 
writings of the accepted commen- 
tators and authorities. He reasons 
that ‘‘one who suffers from delusions 
is at most like a person who has 
become delirious. When he is free 
of the delirium, he is again con- ° 
sidered normal. This is in accordance 
with the statement of Maimonides 
that, to be considered mad, a person 
must be unsound of mind at all 
times. We'must investigate whether 
at any time our patient is free of 
all his deulsions.”” If so, we can 
authorize him to issue a get. 

Rabbi Shapira also finds another 


possible difference between a person 


to kill his wife on more than one | 


occasion... . He is a young man who 
is mentally ill. But he seems to 
understand what is involved in a get 
and he has spoken to his doctor 


about his wish never again to live ~ 


with his wife. 
whether he will ever recover com- 
pletely from his illness. Perhaps he 
will be sufficiently well so that he 
knows what he is doing with regard 
to his wish to divorce his wife. 
Whether his reasons for wishing to 
divorce his wife are based on fact 
or are the product of his imagination 
—that is a different problem. It is 


possible tha ae reasons are based 


on delusion 
The author halakhic 


We are in doubt 


definition of insanity, referring to 


suffering from this type of delusion 
and the unbalanced person discussed 
in the Talmud. The talmudic dis- 
cussion concerns people whose men- | 
tal aberrations fly in the face of logic 
and common sense, while the delu- 
sions under consideration relate to 
matters which could be essentially 
based upon fact, “even though in 
this case they are not factual... . 
Perhaps such a person is not in the . 
category of a (completely) insane 
person but rather in that of a sick 
person.’ 

The author concludes that we 
should permit the patient to give a 
get to his wife in order to keep her 
from becoming an Agunah (a wo- 
man tied to a husband who, for one 
reason or another, does not fulfill his 
obligations as a husband and cannot 
or will not divorce his wife). 


PROSELYTES 


In Ha-darom of Nissan, 5718, | 
Rabbi J. Hibner writes on “The 
Question of Jewish Converts in the 
State of Israel.” 

This problem has assumed major 
significance in the past months and 
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has had, as we know, repercussions 
in the political field as well. Pri- 
marily the problem has arisen be- 
cause some of the immigrants who 
have come to the new State from 
European countries have brought 


with them non-Jewish wives whom _ 


they married in civil ceremonies in 
their former homes. Many of these 
gentile women have already borne 
children to their Jewish husbands. 
Many of the women are willing to 
convert to Judaism but it is not clear 
whether their conversion will be 
from conviction, arising out of a 
desire to accept the Jewish faith, 
or whether their motive is purely 
practical. The Halakhah permits 
conversion of gentiles only if they 
are actuated by motives of principle 


in dccepting the faith and its tenets. 


A convert who wishes to accept 
Judaism solely for the sake of 
marrying a Jew is rejected. 

At every point in his reasoned pre- 


sentation, the author makes the ~ 


reader aware that the Halakhah does 
not operate in some bloodless va- 
cuum, removed from the realities 
and issues of daily life and issuing 
its pronouncement ex cathedra. 

The problem facing us is. divided 
into two issues: : 
1. Is it permissable to receive a con- 
* vert whose reasons for conversion 

are not entirely clear as accept 

able ? 
2. May a Jew who has had relations 


with a gentile woman marry her if | 


she subsequently converts ? 
Rabbi Hibner writes: 


a. ““There are grounds for believing 
that the conversion of these wom- 
en may be out of religious con- 
viction and not merely to remain 
married to their Jewish hus- 


bands.”’ 
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b. The present situation is [sry! 
constitutes a state of eme 
and there is an axiom that a state 
of emergency renders a situation 
a fait accompli. (Although Jewis), 
law may forbid marriage to a cop. 
vert in certain cases, this ruling 
applies only where no action hy 
been taken and the issue js nox 
presented for a ruling. Where the 
marriage has in fact taken place 
the law does not require that jt 
be dissolved. The state of emer. 
gency facing Israel, sugrounded 
by enemies, confronted by ; 
largely hostile world opinion, and 
opening her doors to the gigantic 
influx of long-lost sons, creates 
situation similar to a fait accompli 
allowing the sanctioning of such 
marriages). 

c. ““Through the conversion of thes 
women we keep their husband 
from continuous violation of 
Jewish law (which results from 
cohabitation with a non-Jewish 
woman).”’ 


d. In theory, the Bet mf is forbid- 
den to convert a gentilé woman in 
‘a case such as this. But since th 
couple has already been living 
together for a long period of time 
and is already married in a cv 
ceremony, the Bet Din has « 
obligation to save the husband 
from repeated sin. “Since the 
Bet Din really does nothing dunn 
the actual process of conversion 
save to make certain that the 
proper ritual immersion takes 
place, it violates no halakhe 
principle. 


“If we add to these the argument! 
that compelling the husband to par 
from his wife may ca profani- 


tion of the Name of Heaven, * 


becomes just and proper to rely" § 
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those who permit the conversions 
and to convert these women accord- 
ing to the laws of the Torah.” 

“May the Lord enlighten us 
through His Torah and preserve us 


from 
SALE OF A SYNAGQGUE 


Rabbi Felder has contributed 
another article to Ha-darom of Elul, 
5718, dealing with the Jewish law 

involved in “Selling a Synagogue.” 
May a synagogue located in an area 
which has lost its Jewish population 


be sold ? 


The basis of the Halakhah con- 


cerning sale of synagogues is found 


in the Talmud (Megillah,. 25a): 
“Rabbi Simeon bar Nachman said in 
the name of Rabbi Jonathan that the 
sale is permissable only in the case of 
synagogues situated in villages, not 
of those located in metropolises.”’ 
Maimonides (Laws of Prayer, 
11:17) writes: “A synagogue in 
a metropolis is built for people 
throughout the world, so that all who 
come there may visit and pray in it. 
Since it has been built for all Jews 


itean never be sold.”’ ‘he explana- 


tion given by the commentators is 
that since such a synagogue is built 
for all Jews, in a sense, therefore, it 
is owned by Jews throughout the 
world. Consequently its sale is for- 
bidden, since this w6uld require the 
consent of Jews everywhere. But 
when the original intention was to 
limit its use largely to a small group, 
the sale is permitted. This is so even 
if the synagogue is situated in a 
metropolis. This is the opinion of 


the Turei Zahab who cites the agree- 


ment of the Gaon of Vilna and 


Rabbi Felder notes that “our 


Synagogues are usually built by 
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individual congregations which raise 


the funds for them. They are built 
primarily for the members of the 
congregation who elect a small group 
to supervise all the affairs of the 
congregation including its finances. 
Even though non-members come to 
worship and also contribute mone- 
tarily to the synagogue, nevertheless 
such a synagogue is in the category — 
of one located in a village. . . . More- 
over, it is the opinion of Ritba and 
Meiri that a synagogue where each 
individual has his own special seat 
is to be treated as a village synagogue 
even though it is situated in a large 
city. In our synagogues, each mem- 
ber has his own particular seat, 
especially during the High Holidays. 
A non-member who wishes to pray 
there must pay for a seat and he is 
then considered as having a special 
seat of his own . . . the officers of the 
congregation may refuse admission 
to a person who does not pay for 
a seat. In such a case, the Penet 
Yehudah says that even in a metro- 
polis we may permit the sale.”’ 
The author concludes that we can 
rely om_these authorities who permit 
the sale, “particularly in an area 
which has lest its Jewish inhabitants 
and it has become impossible to find 
a sufficient number of worshippers 
(to continue ‘services therein).”’ 


SUPPORT OF A WIFE. 


The Chief Rabbi of Israel, Rabbi | 
Yitzchak Isaac Halevi Herzog, con- 
tributes an article on “The Get 
(Divorce) Given Under Duress’’ to 
Ha-darom of Shebat, 5717. Since the 
problem of the Agunah, the woman 
tied to a husband from whom she 
cannot obtain a Jewish divorce, has — 
always aroused the greatest com- 


‘passion and solicitude of Jewish 
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| and is of deep concern to- 
day as well, we shall cite Rabbi 
Herzog’s article although it was 
published over a year ago. 
The Halakhah requires that the 
husband (who gives the divorce) and 


_the wife (who receives it), must agree. 


to the procedure of their own free 
will. Only in certain specified cases 
can a husband be compelled by a 
Bet Din to issue a get to his wife. 

If a /wife appears before the Bet 
Din afd states that her husband is 
repulsive to her and creates in her 
a feeling of aversion, what may the 
Bet Din do? If there is the slightest 
suspicion that her statement stems 
from a desire to dissolve the marriage 
so that she can be free to marry 
another man who has captured her 
fancy, the court will reject her 
request for a get. The Bet Din will 

not compel the husband to divorce 
his wife merely to enable her to 
marry another. Even if there is no 
reason to suspect that she is harbor- 
ing any ulterior motive, most author- 
ities still deny the power of the Bet 
Din to compel the issuance of the get 
by the husband in most cases. But a 


great. area of uncertainty exists 


relative to the status of such a wife 
if she refuses to continue a normal 
married existence with her husband. 
Rabbi Herzog discusses in his article 
whether the Bet Din may compel the 
husband to support his wife finan- 
cially while she maintains a separate 
residence because of the intensity of 
the aversion which she feels towards 
him. The danger halakhically is that 
_ the husband may decide to grant the 
get in order to be free of the burden 
vof financial support, raising the issue 


whether this get should be con- — 


sidered as one granted not freely 


but under duress, caused in this case 


by economic pressure. Most of the 
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authorities, as has been noted above 
deny the Bet Din the power to com. 


pel the issuance of a divorce in th} 


case we afe considering. Hence, this 
get may be invalid. | 
Rabbi Herzog cites in detail all th 


‘sources in order to clarify ‘the issues 


involved, and he concludes that in 
this the Bet Din may compel 
the husband to support his wife jp 
accordance with his means. If as, 
consequence the husband shou) 
decide to grant the get, we need no 


be concerned with the question of 


duress. 

Among the reasons advanced by 
Rabbi Herzog are: 
1. A get given in such circumstances 

.is freely granted because th 

husband_ himself benefits as ; 

‘result. The divorce granted to his 

wife permits the husband too ti 

remarry, perhaps to a more 
- sympathetic and understanding 
woman, and puts an end to his 
anomalous status of “‘married but 
living alone.’’ We need have no 
fear that the pressure of financial 
burdens played any part in th 
decision to grant the get. 

2. “As the Rashba has _ written, 
aversion is. not dictated by the 
intellect. The experts in psychol- 
ogy of our time have already 
determined that this is a malady 
whose roots are in the hidden 
places of the psyche. We mus 
also be concerned lest the woman 
go hungry. Consequently we must 

_ compel him to support her, since 
her inability to live with him» 
to be considered a_ sickness. 

Although the sickness is not 
physiological, nevertheless, a psy 
chological illness is also real and 

at times more severe than an il- 

ness which is physical. 

“We must therefore consider her 


meses 
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as a person who is ill. If a wife has 
become ill, and has for a long 
period of time been confined to 
her bed so that she is unable to 
perform any of the normal duties 
incumbent upon a wife, he re- 
mains responsible for her support 
and care, regardless of the amount 
of money involved. Is this woman 
to be held responsible for suc- 
cumbing to a psychological mal- 

* ady as a result of which she 
cannot tolerate her husband, and 
whose only cure is release from 
him through divorce, a cure 
which he refuses, to provide for 
her ?”’ 


This is a particularly striking 
example of the manner in which the 
Halakhah adapts itself normally and 
logically to the changing times. This 
adaptation takes place not by trun- 
cation of the law nor by enforced 
changes so that it will approximate 
the. standards and desiderata of 
each changing age. Rather, it is 
accomplished by a growing under- 
standing of the nature of modern 
problems so that the appropriate 
halakhic principles may be applied 
to the problems at issue. ; 

The author adds that if the wife 
has persisted in her stubborn behav- 


- tor and in her attitude towards her 


husband for a number of years, we 
must assume that the condition will 


not improve with ,time. The hus-’ 


band’s refusal to issue the get places 
him in the position of one who 
“without purpose binds a Jewish 
woman to himself . . . and therefore 
he has an obligation in the sight of 
Heaven to free her from this bond to 
an unwanted husband. . . . Since he 
has an obligation in the sight of 
Heaven to give a get, he also has the 
obligation, in a situation where he 


refuses to give the get, at least not to 
allow her to starve or to be com- 
pelled to turn to others for assistance | 
so that the world becomes a dark and 
cheerless place for her.’’ 

Rabbi Herzog concludes that even. 
if the woman can perform some 
kind of work and thus support her- 
self, the court may still compel the 
husband to provide her support. 
The court’s authority in Ahis in- 
stance derives from his refusal to 
divorce a woman who need not, 
according to the ruling of the Bet 
Din, continue to live with him. Since 
he is the olgstacle to her complete 
freedom, his wife has the right to 
request that he support her. ‘““This 
responsibility rests upon him as long 
as he refuses to release her from her 
status as his wife.” 


FERTILITY Test 


In the Ha-pardes of January, 1958, 
an article by Rabbi C. S. Horvitz 
deals with a halakhic aspect of the 
problem of the infertile woman. 
Jewish law most strictly forbids 
seminal emission by the male other 
than during coitus. Is it permissible 


-to induce such emission in order to 


test the potency of the sperm? Such 
a procedure is often followed by 
doctors so that they may prescribe 
some special diet or drugs in order to 
increase potency. 

Rabbi Horvits quotes with approv- _ 
al from Tiferet Adam’ by Rabbi 
Ostreicher of Tchimpa that “the 
only permissable way (to obtain 
male sperm) . . . is for the doctor to 
remove some of the semen from the 
vagina immediately after coitus in 
order to test it. This is not to bé 
considered a serious violation be- 
cause of the urgency of the matter.” 
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AIDs 


Rabbi Zvi Pesach Frank of Jeru- 
salem discusses in Ha-pardes of 
June, 1958, a most interesting 
question which could only have 
arisen in the modern age. May a 
person wearing a hearing aid walk 


with it into the street and other 


public places on the Sabbath? The 
‘Halakhah forbids the carrying of 
any object within a public place (as 
well as from private to public places) 
on the Sabbath. One is however 
permitted to wear anything which 
is considered a garment. Is the 
hearing aid to be considered halakh- 
ically in the same category as a 
garment which may be worn? 
Rabbi Frank first discusses the 


more widely treated problem of 


wearing spectacles on the Sabbath. 
After citing the authorities, he con- 
cludes that carrying spectacles in a 
public place is forbidden, but wear- 
ing them is permitted. In the second 
case, the spectacles are considered a 
garment or a facial. adornment 
(presumably in the case of women). 
But this does not apply to a 
hearing aid “‘which has two parts, 
one the electric battery which is 
kept in the pocket, and the other 
which is inserted in the ear.’’ Neither 
of these parts can be considered as 
falling within the category either of a 
garment or of an adornment and it is 
unquestionably forbidden to go 
about with them in a public place. 
The Talmud teaches that one is 
permitted to carry an object in-the 
ear on the Sabbath because this is 
not the usual manner of carrying, 
and only the usual manner of per- 
forming the action is prohibited. 
But in the case of the hearing aid, 
on the contrary, the usual method of 
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carrying it is in the eat and 80 the 
person who wears it on the Sabbath, 
outside of his home, is guilty of 
violating the Sabbath law. 

“But now a new hearing aid has 
been invented which is not recogniz. 
able as a hearing aid at all because jt 
is in the form of spectacles with two 
ear-pieces which support it at the 
ears. In the thickness of one of the 
ear-supports a small hearing battery 
is imbedded and a thin wire runs 
from the ear-piece to the ear. 
Since. the people involved custom. 
arily wear spectacles, this hearing 
aid may be considered another type 
of spectacle’? and may be wor on 
the Sabbath. 


ISRAELI SHIPS 


An interesting issue -which has 
arisen since the establishment and 
development of the State of Israel 
is discussed in two letters written 
by Rabbi M. M. Schneierson (the 
“‘Lubavitcher Rebbe’’) and printed 
in the Ha-pardes of July, 1958. The 
responsa concern ““The Question of 
Sailing in Israel Ships.”’ 

The primary question is “whether 
the owners of the vessels may 
arrange sailings which will require 
that the motors function and the 
vessel continue on its course during 
the Sabbath; or is this forbidden, 
and sailings must be arranged which 
will permit the vessel to cease its 
operation on the Sabbath, either by 
stopping at a harbor or by anchoring 
in mid-ocean.”’ 

This primary question is divided 
into two parts: 

a. Does the operation of the motor 
and the continuation of the vessel 
on its journey constitute a viola 
tion of the laws of Sabbath?’ 

b. If the above does involve a trans- 


oa 


& 


oS 
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, is there present any 
element—such as danger to life 
of the passengers and crew— 
which would permit operating the 

‘ vessel despite any violations in- 
volved in so doing ? 
“ Rabbi Schneierson analyzes the 
operation of a motor vessel and 
is satisfied that operating the ves- 
sel does involve the violation of 
several specific Sabbath regulations. 


“With regard to operation of the 


motors, one violates the prohibition 
against making a flame, cooking, and 
other laws. In addition, there ‘are 
other violations which arise from 
guiding the vessel, from practices 
required by maritime companies, 
and from.the rules and customs of 
transportation in general. A number 
of times each day,” various specific 
readings are taken and entered in 
the log, and telegrams are sent and 
received concerning and determining 
the Murse of the vessel. It should be 
noted also that part of the above- 
mentioned activities involve kindling 
electric lights and extinguishing 
them.”” He also notes that all the 


services and comforts which are 


-provided for the passengers, such 
as provision of drinking water and 
electricity for the cabins, involve 
violation of Sabbath laws. 


Rabbi Schneierson disputes the 
opinion that ships today can be guid- | 


ed automatically for any length of 
time without requiring’ occasional 
adjustments and correction by a 
human agent. “To say that it is 
possible to set the engines before the 
commencement of the Sabbath so 
that they will function automatically 
during the entire Sabbath day and 
will need no adjustment or change 
at any time—this is, from the point 
of view of a person familiar with 
engines, the height of ignorance.” 


He then treats the element of 
mortal peril (pitkuach nefesh) which 
would permit operation of the vessel 
and its machinery despite pgssible 
Sabbath violations. On all counts he 
sees no danger to life even if the 
vessel remains motionless on the 
high seas during the entire day. 
“The preservation of a vessel in the 
face of storm winds does not depend 
upon its motors but upon its con-— 
struction, and only rarely (does its 
preservation require) fleeing from 
storms. .. . In addition, information © 
about an approaching storm is 
nowadays received many hours 
before the storm arrives at any 
particular spot, and there is sufficient 
time to start the engines if they had 
been stopped previously because of 
the sanctity of the Sabbath.”’ 


The author also states his belief~ . 


that there is less danger of two 
vessels colliding when one is stand-— 
ing motionless than when both are — 
approaching each other at the great 
speeds of modern ships, because of 
the great difficulty” in changing 
direction suddenly or stopping com- 
pletely. Also, “ships travelling on 


_ the high seas send radio messages to 


all vessels in their path in order to 
prevent collisions. These messages 
and the lights on ships are the means 
by which collisions are prevented.” 
Parenthetically, it is difficult to 
understand how a vessel will receive 
radio messages if all motors are 
shut down, which would seem to . 
indicate that generation of electricity 
would cease. Perhaps the author 
envisages the use of battery-operated 
radios. 

Rabbi Schneierson concludes that 
operating a vessel on the Sabbath 
is forbidden in all respects and there — 
are no factors which might mitigate 
this prohibition. Of course, this 
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applies only to vessels owned and 
operated by Jews. 

He adds the reservation that only 
two halakhically permissable alter- 
natives are available—anchoring on 


“the high seas or laying over in‘a port. 


The first of these is, from a practical 
point of view, undesirable. It is 
doubtful whether the crew will 


_ observe all Sabbath regulations pro- 
_ perly. Even with the cooperation of 


the crew, there are the problems of 


radio messages and the proscribed 


activities involved in supplying com- 
fort and service for passengers and 
crew. 


“Therefore, the only solution is to | 


lay over in a port.” 

The author then turns to a related 
question. Let us assume that a 
Jewish vessel is being operated on 
the Sabbath” in violation of the 
Sabbath law. May one embark for a 
voyage on such a vessel? Does the 
prohibition apply only to the crew, 
who operate the vessel, or does it 
extend also to the passengers who 
use the facilities of the vessel? He 
concludes that this too is forbidden. 


First, the traveller can use a non- 


Jewish boat to reach his destination. 


Secondly, even if one should insist 


upon the use of a Jewish owned 
vessel, he can so arrange his voyage 


“othat he will leave the Israel vessel 


at some port before the Sabbath and 
wait there for another Israel vessel 
after the Sabbath. Admittedly, this 
will involve difficulties and incon- 
venience. Thirdly, he can travel in an 
Israel airplane, which flies only on 
weekdays. 

Interestingly enough, the same 
problem is discussed-by Rabbi A. 
Pechenik in an article entitled 


“The Halakhah and the State of 
Israel” in Hadoar of September 5, 
1958. Although Hadoar is not a 
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halakhic journal but a Hebrey 
weekly, the iS iN @ sense 
direct reply tb certain aspect 
of Rabbi Schneierson’s responsym, 
Rabbi Pechenik, editor of the halakh. 
ic journal Or Ha-mizrach, quotes 
portions of an article by Rabbj 
B. J. Waldenberg of Jerusalem 


, which appeared in Or Ha-mizra) 


of December, 1955. Rabbi Walden. 
berg has written ’a volume concer. 
ing the halakhic principles involved 
in sailing and is considered by Rabbj 
Pechenik one who “‘has studied ang 
delved deeply into the subject until 
he has become an expert.” — 

In his article, Rabbi Waldenberg 
wrote: “In my opinion it appears that 
we may permit travelling on a 
Israel ship whose sailors are Jews, 
even though it be impossible to stop 
the voyage during the Sabbath.” 
Rabbi Waldenberg quotes early 
authorities who “‘permit such travel 
even when it is absolutely clear that 
they will afterwards have to violate 


the Sabbath, and this is the case even 


when the vessel belongs to a Jew and 
its sailors and crew are all Jews and 
they themselves do the work.” 

Rabbi Pechenik relates that “two 
years ago Rabbi Isaac Meier Heschel 
of Medzibgz visited and 
approached the; Gaon (abbi 
Pesach Frank, head of the Jerusalem 
Bet Din, to ask him this yery ques 
tion. He answered that ‘without 
delving into the question of oper 
tion of the ships on the Sabbath, 
there is certainly no violation insofar 
as the passengers of such a ship ar 
concerned.’ This responsum has 
been made public. 

“Before writing this article, the 
author purposely approached this 
Rabbi (the Medzibozer Rebbe) and 


the latter confirmed for the second , 


time that he had come to 
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Frank accompanied by an outstand- 
ing Rabbi of Jerusalem and that. 
Rabbi Frank answered his question 
in the presence of the Jerusalem 
Rabbi and in the presence of the Bet 
Din, stating clearly that there is no 
yolation insofar as the passengers 
sre concerned and that this may be 
stated publicly.” 

Rabbi Pechenik concludes that “‘if 
the Rabbi of Lubavitch wishes 
nevertheless to adopt a more string- 
ent point of view, he may. But we 
must not conclude from this that 

. there is therefore a conflict between 
the Halakhah and the interests of 


the State of Israel.’” 
Gurts To Mourngrs 


Rabbi $. Y. S. Halberstam contri- 
butes an article of interest in this 


same issue’of Ha-pardes in which he 


discusses the modern practice of 
sending gifts to mourners during the 
period of Shibah, the seven days of 
mourning. Usually the gifts consist 
of sweets, fruits, and other food- 
stuffs or liquors. 

The author tells us that his first 
reaction was that it was forbidden 
because it is an imitation of the 
gentile custom to send or bring such 
gifts to one in mourning, and because 
Jewish law generally forbids sending 
gifts toa mourner for a parent during 


the entire twelve-month period. 
The author cites an interesting 
comment by a medieval authority, 


R. Asher as saying “and therefore 
the custom is to provide food for all 
mourners during the entire seven 
days of mourning. This is done on 


account of the poor and needy Jews 
who cannot do their accusomed work 
during the period of mourning (and 
will therefore go hungry during this 


Rabbenu Yerucham, who quotes 


period of enforced idleness). In 
order that they not be einbarrassed, 
this is done even for those who are 
not in need.” (What a wonderful 
example ‘of the ethics of Halakhah!) 

Despite this, the author decides 
that the sending of gifts is forbidden, 
basing his decision largely on the 
prohibition against sending gifts of a 
festive nature to a mourner. It 
would however stem that we could » 
distinguish between gifts sent to 
please and to give joy, and gifts sent 
to feed one who (as R. Asher writes) . 
“laments his dead and does not desire 
to eat because he himself wishes to 
die.” 

Rabbi Halberstam is aware of this 
difficulty and draws a distinction 
between food sent to provide nour- 
ishment and sustenance and the 
current custom of giving “‘liquors, 
sweets, and dainties which are not 


. designed primarily to feed the 


mourner.”” He concludes that the 
custom should be abolished. 
However, the mourner need not 
return the items which he _ has 
received from his well-meaning 
friends, just as the mourner who 
receives Purim gifts may keep them. 
“But in order not to appear to 
approve of the practice, it would be 
proper not to display the gifts. The 
more pious usually let it be known 
that they do not wish that gifts be 
brought and that they prefer that 
the value of the gifts be contributed 
instead, in memory of the departed, 
to institutions devoted to charity and 
to the study of Torah.” 
The author quotes a letter from 
Rabbi J. E. Henkin who relates that 
“when I was in the Caucasus, | 
observed the Sephardi custom in 
this matter, and I approached the — 
Gaon, author of Dibret Malkiel, and 
he answered that this custom stems 
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from the Gemara when it was the 
practice to provide food for the 
mourners during the entire seven 
days of mourning and eat together 
with them and say the special 
blessing of mourners. . . . Obviously 
the food was not provided by the 
mourners but by those who came 
to comfort them.” 

Rabbi 
custom among us is entirely different 
since those who ‘send the gifts do 
not eat together with the mourners 
but “send gifts out of a sense of 
respect.’’- Also, the situation is 
different because in many instances 
flowers arid other gifts symbolic of 


joy are sent. Consequently; the 


halakhic provision forbidding the 
sending of gifts to a mourner apply, 
since gifts bring joy and dispel the 
sorrow which is obligatory for a 
mourner. 


IsRAEL INDEPENDENCE Day 


The April-May, 1958, issue of 
Sinai, published in Israel, offers an 
interesting article by Rabbi Yitzchak 
Nissim, the Sephardi Chief Rabbi 
of Israel. Is the Day of Independence 
of the State of Israel, which occurs 
on the fifth,day of Iyar, a festive 
day on which the customary period 
of semi-mourning (Sefirah) may be 
interrupted? The Sefirah period, 


which comes between the festivals 


of Passover and Shabuot, is ‘tradi- 
tionally one of sorrow, commem- 
orating the sudden death of many 
of. the pupils of Rabbi Akiba in the 
‘second century C.E. Just as a 
mourner is forbidden to marry or to 
cut his hair-during the period of 
mourning, so ig it our custom to 
_ refrain from these activities during 
these days when all Israel is in 
mourning, as it recalls the national 


Henkin adds that the 


disaster which led to the dispersion 
of the Jews from their homeland 
The fifth of fyar always occu 
during the Sefirah period. Has th. 
character of this. day changed sinc 
the establishment of the State of 
Israel in 1948? 

Rabbi Nissim quotes a lett 
which he received from an unnamed 
scholar. ““We should permit mg. 
riage and cutting of the hair on th 
fifth day of Iyar, the day on whid 


,our independence was proclaimed, 


because it has been decreed ; 
holiday for all Israel. After all, the 
custom not to marry, or to cut one’s 
hair during the period between 
Passover and Shabuot is not men. 
tioned in either of the Talmudim. ... 
This custom to commemorate the 
students of Rabbi Akiba was accept. 
ed, it seems, in later generations. |t 
is logical, then, that the mighty event 
which has occurred in our own day 
should outweigh an ancient sorrow 
based on custom alone and should 
transmute this day from one of 
mourning to one of joy.” . 

Rabbi Nissim rejects this line of 
reasoning. ‘“These statements con- 
cerning the establishment of the 
custom. are in my humble opinion 
not acceptable. Even if we should 
assume that the custom only began 
in later generations, this is no reason 
to take it lightly . . . many genen- 
tions have observed it. . . . Moreover 
it is my opinion that this custom 
dates from the time of Rabbi Akiba 
because the Geonim mention t, 
and whatever they say is based on 
transmitted tradition.” 

The author cites R:* Yerucham 


who says, “‘As regards thal and 
mafriage, R. Hai Gaon wipte 


responsum that a betrothal 
mitted because the element of joys 
present only in the marriage and the 
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marriage feast. However, if a person 
should ask if he may marry (during 
this period) we say to him, ‘you may 
not, because of the students of 
Rabbi Akiba.’ But if despite our 
ruling he does marry, we neither 
fog him nor fine him.” 

R. Natrunai Gaon also wrote in a 
rsponsum : “You asked why we 
neither betroth nor marry in the 
period between Passover and Sha- 
hyot.. . . Let me inform you that 
this is not because there is any legal 
prohibition involved, but because we 
have a custom of mourning, in 
cordance with the statement of 
the scholars, ‘Rabbi Akiba had 
24,000 students, etc.’ and from that 
time on it was the custom to forbid 
marriages (during this period). But 
if a person went ahead and did 
marry we do not punish him in any 
way. However, if he first comes to 
ask the law we do not tell him that 
he may marry.” 

Rabbi Nissim 'states his belief that 

the people of Rabbi Akiba’s time 
who observed the destruction which 
befell his pupils adopted voluntarily 
certain customs of mourning, among 
them the customs not to marry or 
to cut one’s hair. 
The author concludes after a study 
of the source material that if during 
this period a person celebrates “‘his 
miraculous deliverance from some 
danger or is a participant in a joyous 
religious ceremony (such as a cir- 
cumcision) we may permit him to 
marry and to cut his hair.” 

The same reasoning applies obvi- 
ously to the Day of Independence. 
The author’s Aeter (permission) is 
based not upon deprecating the 
Sefirah custom, But upon the nature 
of the celebration. He completes his 
article with the following observa- 


‘tion: “As for Independence Day: 


indeed it was our hope that the 
establishment of the State might be 


accompanied by a spiritual redemp- — 
tion; that the conduct of the State _ 
and our own way of life might be | 

based upon the principles and values | 


of Judaism. We have not been 
worthy of this. However, this should 
not becloud our joy over the national 
rebirth itself, since the defects will 
surely disappear in time. It is our 
prayer that the Lord may soon 
consider us worthy of a full and 
real redemption.” 


THe Hoty Toncue 


_ Rabbi Israel Stepanski contributes 


an article to Or Ha-mizrach of . 


September, 1958, in which he 
discusses ““The Commandment of 


Learning the Hebrew Language.” . 


The author disagrees with the 


opinion, noted inthese columns in the _ 


last issue of TRADITION, that today 


there is no longer any obligation to . 


teach Hebfew to children. He cites 
the comment of Maimonides on the 
statement in Abot, “Be as careful 
in ebserving a minor commandment 
as in observing a major command- 


ment.’” Maimonides interprets this. 


as meaning that “‘one should be as 
careful in observing a commandment 
which is considered minor, such as 
the commandment to rejoice on a 
festival and to learn the Holy tongue, 
as one is in observing a command- 
ment whose importance has. been 
explained.”” It is thus evident that 
to Maimonides the Jew is obligated 
to study and learn Hebrew. 

The author notes that in the 


Talmud the laws concerning the ~ 


Hebrew language are two-fold. First, 
there is the advice that adults 
speak Hebrew. Thus we find in the 


_ Jerusalem Talmud: “Rabbi Meir 
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TRADITION: A Journal of Orthodox Jewish Thought 


said, ‘One who lives in the land of entire society, has the power 


Welfare”’ is the title of an article by 
Rabbi N. Z. Freedman which ap- 
peared in Or Ha-mizrach of Decem- 
ber, 1958. 

Rabbi Freedman’s thesis is that 
“the laws of the Torah take into 


account the public welfare and its — 


natural needs, and the primary pur- 
pose of these laws is to direct man’s 
deeds, his traits of character, and his 
behavior into channels which are 
desirable for the individual and for 


society.” Examples of such laws are 


the command to rest on the Sabbath, 
the laws prohibiting immorality, 
those concerning forbidden foods, 
and laws defining man’s relation 
to his fellows. Among the latter, 
he lists the commandment to love 


one’s fellow and the laws forbidding 


gossip and slander. “Once these — 


~ laws became fixed in the Torah, no 


one, whether an individual or an | 
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_ . are promulgated in the light of the 


- ordinances, the author lists the 


_ Boute. Boule are the wealthy and 


Israel and speaks the holy tongue... change them. It is incumbent upon . 
and reads the Shema in the morning __ us to observe them in their entirety." rm 
-and in the evening is assured that — Aside from the laws stated inthe 
he has a share in theworld-to-come’.’’ Torah, there are others which ap a 
Secondly, there is the command that entirely of rabbinic origin. They a 
fathers teach the language of the may be divided into three groups: a ( 
Torah to their children fromthe a. Decrees. These deal with cer. f 
time they begin speaking. In com- tain rabbinic prohibitions, sych C 
menting on the verse, “And you as that against using bread baked F 
shall teach them to your children by a non-Jew , or milk provided t 
speaking of thém.. .”’ (Deut. 11:19), by non-Jews. With regard tp y 
the Sifre comments, ‘““This is the decrees, the scholars were com. i 
source whence we learn that when manded to consider the actu! a 
the child begins to talk, his father real situation in which the peop : 
shall speak with him in the holy lived because “‘one may not issy 1 
tongue and teach him Torah; and if a decree unless the majority of t 
he has not done so, iteis as though he the people can endure it” B 
has buried him.” Similar statements Whether the majority favors th J kno 
are found in the Tosefta and in the decree is not important. Whether I sess 
Jerusalem Talmud. the majority can exist if th § ick 
decree is obeyed is all important. peo 

PusLic WELFARE This. power of the scholars to & hist 

issue decrees derives ultimately J sta 

“The Halakhah and the Public from the Torah and must & & hw 


wielded with a constant regard 
for the common good. 


7 b) Ordinances. These are positive 
, enactments of the Rabbis. “With 


regard to ordinances, the.scholars 
must take into consideration the 
welfare of the community and the 
needs of the time. ‘The ordinances 
of the scholars of each generation 


actual situation.’’ Among the 


the Talmud (Gittin, 36), “What 
is Prozbot?_ Rabbi Chisda said,. 
‘An ordinance for Boule and 


Prozbol. He cites the discussion in | 


Boute are the poor’.’’ Rashi in his 
comment says that it was @ 
ordinance for the wealthy so thit 
they should not lose the mone f Is 
they had lent, and an ordinance D 
for the poor so that lenders would F th 
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not refuse to lend. ““Therefore the 
gholars ordained the Prozbol 
when they observed that through it 
the need of the entire community 
and the welfare of both the rich 
and the poor would be served.” 
Customs. “These are largely the 
result of the influence of the 
community at large, whether of 
outstanding personalities or of 
the masses of the community, 
who out of a healthy instinct have 
introduced for the nation as 
a whole the glorious practices 
which have fashioned its spiritual 
image throughout the genera- 
tions.” 
Biblical law issues from the 
knowledge which the Creator pos- 
sesses of man and his needs. Rabbin- 
ic law derives from the needs of the 
people at specific moments in 
history. In both cases, an under- 
standing of man is at the basis of the 


law.’ 
PILGRIMAGE 


Is the mitzvah of pilgrimage in 
effect today ? In the days before the 
destruction the —Tempk, the 
aliyat regel was*mandatory on the 
three festivals-Passover, Shabuot, 
. and Sukkot. Every male Jew was to 
appear in Jerusalem in the Holy 
Temple on these occasions. But is 
this practice halakhically necessary 
in modern days’ when there is no 
Temple ? Rabbi Mordecai Hacohen 
(Sinai, vol. 21, no. 11-12, Ab-Elul, 
5718) turns to the literature on this 
Subject for the solution to the prob- 

lem (which could conceivably have 
interesting gnd highly beneficial 


ance 
ould 


effects, econdmically on the State of 


Israel_and educationally on the 
Diaspora communities) and finds 
that.the one who dealt with it most 


extensively is the renowned latter- 
day talmudist Rabbi Zevi Hirsch 
Chayut. 

Rabbi Chayut, like his predeces- 
sors, treats the problem only in- 


cidentally, as a sort of after-thought 


to the main question whether it is 
mandatory, permissible, or forbid- 
den to offer up the obligatory sacri- 


fices (such as the Passover sacrifice) — 


on the Temple mount, were it pos- 
sible and practicable to do so. In 
dealing with the pilgrimage question, 
as with the question of sacrifices, 
Rabbi Chayut concludes emphatic- 
ally that even if these religious 


practices are not absolutely obliga- | 


tory in modern days, yet they are 
desirable and worthy of reinstitution 
by us. 

Rabbi Chayut’s opinion, recorded 
in each of his four works and in his 
commentaries on the Babylonian 
Talmud, and later published in one 
work called Abodat Ha-mikdash, met 
vigorous opposition from his con- 
temporaries who denied the possi- 
bility of either the korban tzibbur 
or the aliyat regel without a func- 
tioning Temple. Rabbi Chayut cited 
not only halakhic justificatign for his 
but historic prog 

e proofs are not all of uniform 
quality. A number of them seem 
forced and can be easily interpreted 
otherwise. But others are clear proof 
of a point of view favoring the 
continuation of the pilgrimage even 
into modern times. Certainly this is 
still an open question, with the 
preponderant weight of authority 
against declaring aliyat regel obli- 
gatory in our days, but with a possi- 


bility that while pilgrimage to 


Jerusalem may not be chobah (an 
absolute obligation), it is in the 
category of mitzvah (desirable). ' 
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Sigmund Freud and the Jewish Mystic- 
al Tradition by Davip BAKAN — 


Prof, David Bakan, associate pro- 
fessor of Tiychology at the Univer- 
sity of Missouri, here attempts to 
analyze and understand the genesis 
and place of Freud’s thought in the 
history of ideas. Together with the 
intriguing ideas that he presents in 
fulfillment of this task, we also find 
several extremely tenuous arguments 
in the author’s effort to link Freud’s 
ideas to the mystical tradition in 
Jewish life. Specifically, it is his 
thesis that the tradition which 
includes the Sefer Yetzirah, the 
Zohar, and other writings of the 
Kabbalists, and which foynd distort- 
ed expression later in the pseudo- 
Messianism of Sabbatai Zevi and 
Jacob Frank, prepared Freud with a 


special receptivity to a particular. 


view of man and to certain aspects of. 
behavior. 

Bakan grants at the outset that the 
nearly assimilated Freud was not in 
fact a secret student of Kabbalah or 
Chasidic thought. He adds, how- 
ever, that this pattern would not 
have been inconsistent with the 
usual practice of the masters of 


Jewish Mysticism. The principal . 


point is that these Kabbalistic ideas 
were rife in the environment of the 
Jewish communities in which Freud 
received his early education, even 
that of Vienna. There is reason to 
believe that Freud was influenced 
_ by the mystical tradition to a much 
greater extent than has heretofore 
been believed. Bakan suggests that 
the anti-Semitic environment in 
which Freud lived, certain personal 
reasons, and the tradition of remez 
in mysticism led Freud to dissimu- 
late and seem to deny his debt to this 
tradition. 
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Nevertheless, perhaps for the 
very reason that the thesis js ey. 
treme, Bakan’s book is a fascinas: 
and enlightening work. The poing 
which seem most far-fetched are y 
the same time the most rewarding 
The presentation of this thesis leids 
the reader into such _ intriguing 
topics as the development of Jewish 
Mysticism, the role of Sabbatai Zeyj 
and other false Messiahs in th 
pattern of Jewish assimilation, 
Freud’s: Jewish identification, his 


Moses-concept and its expression, - 
his actual religious Jewish education, 
and the relationship of psycho. . 
analysis and Kabbalah. In this. 
reviewer's opinion, these topics are: 


covered .in a competent though 
sometimes elementary manner. The 
author is writing for an audience 
that includes those who are not 
necessarily well versed in either 
discipline. ‘The popular emphasis 
of the book therefore enhances its 
expository scope. 

Among the influences’ which 
Bakan proposes as significant in the 
understanding of Freud's limited 
affirmation of his Jewishness, there 
are two which seem most important. 
The first, and most obvious, is the 
anti-Semitism of the Viennese s0- 
ciety of that day. Bakan points out 
that when in 1882 Freud’s admured 
mentor Brucke dissuaded him from 
continuing his academic career be- 
cause of his limited financial resour- 
ces, Freud was really being reminded 
that, as a Jew, his advancement 


-would be severely “limited. This 


direct and frustrating manifestation 
of anti-Semitism, if such it was, was 
only the personal experience of an 
ever-present reality. ‘The anti-Sem 
tism of Prof. Rohfing and Kur 
Leuger has been chronicled by many 


historians who consider it one of the 
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best and most pernicious 
tacks on Jews and Judaism i in the 

Hitlerian era. In such a setting, 
Freud would certainly have con- 
dicting feelings about his Jewish 


entity, and therefore would not 


emphasize the Jewish sources of 
those concepts which he hoped 
would gain wide acceptance in 
medical and scientific circles. 

A second important element, one 
that embraces a fifth of Bakan’s 
work, is that of the Moses figure in 


Freud’s thought and writings. One 


dramatic example of the meaning 
of Moses is found in Freud’s dis- 
cussion of Michaelangelo’s Moses, 
which he perceives not as a pro- 
jection of the mind of its creator, but 
imost as an autonomous figure with. 


therefore did not consider himself a 
fit spokesman for his people, nor did 
he expect that his views would find 
greater acceptance if they were 
identified as emanating from a 
Jewish source. 

One point that should be of great 
interest to students of the Talmud 
is Bakan’s suggestion of the deriva- 
tion of the analytic approach to 
human personality from the analytic 
approach of the traditional commen- 
taries to the Bible and the Talmud. 
Bakan maintains that these are 
directly linked by the equation, 
affirmed in the Zohar, of man and 
Torah. Whether this link is a valid 


one, or simply coincidence in this 


case, it certainly is true that there 


whom he establishes his own rela-— 


tionship. Freud- tells of the three 
weeks that he spent “‘in front of the 
statue,” studying it, measuring it, 
sketching it, until he captured an 
“understanding’”’ which he ventured 
to publish. At first, Freud says, he 
“used to sit down in front of the 
statue in the expectation that [he] 
should now see how it would start 
up on its raised foot, hurl the 
Tablets of Law to the ground, and 
let fy its wrath.””’ When nothing of 
this kind happened, the stone image 
“became more and more transfixed, 
and an almost Oppressively solemn 
calm emanated from it, and [he] was 


obliged to realize that something © 


was represented here that could stay 
without change:/ that this Moses 


would remain like this i his wrath ° 


forever.” To Bakan, this reaction 
was Freud’s acting out of his feelings’ 
about his defection from traditional 
Judaism, particularly from the Law, 
and his subsequent realization that 
his stern super ego would not vent 
its punishing fury upon him. Freud 


are abundant similarities between the 
two types of analysis. There is the 
undeflying assumption tradi- 
tional Jewish exegesis that every 
work, every letter at meaning 
beyond its literal meanimg (peshat ). 
There are no repetitions, elisions, or 
unusual sentence structures that 
occur by chance. All are indications 
of hidden meaning. The deeper 
meaning is available to the trained 
interpreter who is willing to take 
everything into account. The inter- 
pretations that are yielded will 
present a consistent pattern. The 
same holds true in psychoanalysis. © 
Dr. Bakan suggests that this is 
logical extension of the mystical view 
of man as Torah. Others might 
prefer to retain the /e-havdil, even 
while granting the similarity of 
methodology. 

In all, Bakan has produced a work 
that is readable and informative, 
though far from definitely convincing. 
Considering the widespread impact 
of Freudian ideas on contemporary 
society and contemporary thought, 
an impact that cannot as yet be 
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fully appreciated, the book provides 
both provocative fact and intriguing 
conjecture with regard to the Jewish 
and Sabbatian origins of Freudian 


thinking. C. B. 


Guardians of our Heritage edited by 
Leo JUNG 


- The appearance of Rabbi Leo Jung’s 
eighteenth volume is a happy and 
fortunate event that will be warmly 
welcomed by all to whom the Jewish 
tradition is dear. Guardians of our 
Heritage, edited by Dr. Jung, is a 
significant contribution to a field of 
Jewish study which has not yet 
' received sufficient attention by Jew- 
igh researchers and historians—that 
of the most retent past of Torah 
Jewry, from 1724 up to the last day 
of the year 1953. 

The structure of the book is in the 
form of short biographies—mostly, 
one might say, intellectual profiles— 
of some of the most outstanding 


guardians of the Jewish heritage — 


written, in many cases, by disciples 
or relatives, and usually by people 
who were personally acquainted 
with their subjects. There is a ring 
_of authenticity in these essays that 


will serve to enhance their scholarly ~ 


value, as well as their readability 
for the layman. 

A cosmopolitan quality is attained 
in the variety of the subjects. They 
. range from Italian bibliophiles to 
_ Lithuanian Roshei Yeshibah, from 
modern German scholars to early 
American rabbis, and from a founder 
of Mizrachi to a stalwart leader of 
Agudah. The one element that 
unites the illustrious ‘‘Guardians,” 
subjects of these brief but penetrat- 
ing biographies, is—their common 
“Heritage.” They are all champions 
of the Jewish Torah tradition. Read- 
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ing through these informative essay 
about such fundamentally differen: 
personalities, who are all, neverthe. 
less, ““Guardians’’ of our “Heritage,” 
one becomes aware of the mul. 
faceted character of the herit: 
itself. Judaism, to Judge ry 
foremost exponents, is decidedly ng 
a monolithic structure which encases 
its communicants in a rigid ‘ideol. 
gical pattern. | 

It is this total impression tha 
makes Rabbi Jung’s own contriby. 
tion so felicitously appropriate, |; 
the introductory essay, entitled “The 
Rabbis and Freedom of Interpret. 
tion,” 
Halakhah (Jewish law) is authorite. 
tive in its claims upon the practic! 
conduct of our lives, Agadah—which 
includes philosophy, theology, and 
Bible interpretation, the “non-pre. 


ceptive’’ part of ‘l’orah—allows’s | 


wide margin of freedom of inter. 
pretation, a freedom that makes 
possible the variety of the subjects of 
the book. 

It is difficult, in a brief teview, to 
mention all the chapters deservin: 
the praise of a critic. We must be 
satisfied with mentioning only a fex 
important selections, chosen at ran- 
dom. The biography of Rabb 
David Hoffmann, by the late Israel 
ambassador to Switzerland, himself 
no mean thinker, is surprising! 
comptehensive for only sixty pages 
Dr. Adlerblum’s memoirs of her 
childhood in Jerusalem are a supe 
rior, charming autobiography. 
reader should miss any one of he 
delightful recollections that, t 
gether, present a precious pictur 
both of childhood and the Old City 
Interestingly, the essay conclude 


‘with a philosophy of Jewishness d 


rived from the experiences th 
writer relates. The essay on Rabb 


he points out that whik 
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Hayyim of Volozin is an excellent 
pen-portrait of the thinking of an 
eminent intellectual giant and sage 
of the Halakhah, with an insight into 
the problems of the mysticism of 
that day. The reader will, undoubt- 
edly, enjoy the story of the American 
rabbi, Isaac Leeser, and his period- 
ical, the Occident, and its revelations 
of the unfolding of traditional 
Judaism in the United States. 

' Guardians of our Heritage is a most 
important collection,* which every 
thinking Jew ought to own and read. 
It should become a sourcebook for 
mature adults to acquaint themselves 


— with the lives of the Gedolet Yisrael, 


and then to,digest them for their 
children and grandchildren. The 
Guardians presented in this valuable 
compilation have themselves become 
part and parcel of our immortal 


~ Heritage. The Jewish public owes a 


debt of gratitude to the editor for 
perpetuating for us this “heritage 
of guardians.” . (ML&. 


Step by Step in the Jewish Religion by 
IsIDORE EPSTEIN 


The increase in the number of 
“guide-books’’ on Judaism written 
for young people is an encouraging 
sign, indicating a desire on the 
part of individuals as well as of 
groups. to learn more about the 
Jewish religion and its ethical and 
moral. teachings. However, with the 
multiplicity of books, it becomes 
important to know who the guide 
is and in what direction he is 
leading his youthful readers. Does 
he lead the reader toward a tradition- 
al understanding of religion, or 
toward merely a “humanistic’’ or 
“cultural” interpretation of Jewish 
beliefs and practices ? 

Rabbi Dr. Isidore Epstein, the 


distinguished editor of the Soncino 
Talmud and princi of Jews’ 
College in London, wisely interprets 
for the younger reader the basic 
philosophical principles and practical 
observances he previously enunciat- 
ed in his well-known The Jewish » 
Way of Life. Written in clear, lucid 
style, one which can be understood 
and appreciated by the average high 
school student, the present volume 
leads the young reader “step by 
step” through the portals of Ju- . 
daism. Because of the importance 
of these basic steps in the under- | 
standing of Judaism, and hence the - 
significance of this excellent volume 
in our present traditional religious 
literature for young people, it is in 
place here to. review briefly the 
general contents of Dr. Epstein’s 
-newest work. The basic teaching 
considered is Hillel’s famous dictum: 
“‘What is hateful to you, do not do 
unto your fellow.” This is the guid-_ 
ing principle of teachings which deal 
with man’s duties to his fellow-man. 
Dr. Epstein then demonstrates that 
this thought embraces the first three 
steps leading to a good Jewish life— 
justice, righteousness, and love. He 
discusses these congepts not as 
abstract ideas, but as daily living — 
experiences. Justice, for example, 
means to respect the life of others, 
their feelings, and their possessions, | 
In all cases, the author provides — 
appropriate verses from the Bible © 
and Talmud to serve as the basis of 
ethical principles and to show the 
relationship between Law and daily 
living. 
However, the author emphasized, 
the process of teaching does not ~ 
insure the fact of learning. Many 
“fine ideas are taught, but not all 
people learn'them sufficiently well to 
apply them to their personal lives. 
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incorporate these ideas into 


daily life, Dr. Epstein calls for a 
process of self-education: the con- 
scious .subjugation of such bad 
traits as envy,’greed, and pride, and 
the acquisition of such qualities as 
faith, contentment, and humility. 
The ultimate goal of these lessons 
and the developed good qualities is, 
Dr. Epstein declares, kedushah or 
holiness. This step he defines as a 
separation from “evils within and 
outside ourselves.”” The road to 
holiness is not an easy one, and 
cannot be reached by faith and good 
intentions alone. It requires training 
and self-discipline, provided for by 


the commandments of the Torah. 


Some mitzvot offer negative training, 
while others offer positive training. 
Dietary laws, for example, provide 
training in temperance and moder- 
ation; the mitzvot of tefillin and 
tzitzit serve not only as reminders 
of Divine Law, but help us to train 
our hearts and minds in the ways 
of holiness. These laws are: every 


one’s laws. Holiness, then, is not 


something attainable only by a few 
individuals—saints and rabbis who 
isolate themselves from the com- 
munity fof constant study and 
prayer. Holiness, on the contrary, 
is within the reach of the ordinary 
man and woman; it can be attained 
through the normal activities of 
everyday life. It exists in performing 
even one’s commonplace work with 
honesty and sincerity. | 

Dr. Epstein*now is able to ask the 
most tenuous question: What role 
does belief play in this training 
process ? His answer is by way of an 
apt analogy: Just as a soldier must 
be imbued with a firm belief in the 
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righteousness of the cause for which 


_he is fighting, so must the training of 


the religious person be supported by 
correct beliefs and ideals about God, 
the Torah, Israel, the Messiah, and 
immortality. 
To strengthen these beliefs and to 
inspire the individual in his striving 


for holiness, Judaism has set aside. 


special days known as “holy con. 
vocations”’ or “holy rallies.” These 


days are the Sabbath and the holj- 


days. The author discusses them at 
length, pointing out their signific. 


_ ance and their contribution to the 


spiritual development of the Jew. 
The training centers for holiness 
are, of course, the home, the school 
and the synagogue. 

The reader will realize that in a 
brief guide like Step by Step im the 


’ 


Jewish Religion it is impossible 


deal adequately with the entire 
nexus of Jewish beliefs and prac- 


tices. Of the three fundamental d 


requirements of Judaism—Torah, 
Abodah, and Gemilut Chasadim— 
this book places the greatest em- 
phasis upon the third, the practice of 
good deeds. Indeed, the principles 
of Torah and Abodah might have 
received a fuller, more adéquate 
treatment. 

Well planned and well organized, 
this book is heartily recommended 
as a textbook for religious schools. 
Quotations used in the text of the 
book are. listed in Hebrew at the 
end of ‘the volume, a characteristic 
that will prove valuable to the 
advanced young reader. All in all, 
this is a most Welcome addition to 
an important area of Jewish life and 


education. 
¢ 
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BRIEFLY NOTED 


The Midrash 6n Psalms Translated 


from the Hebrew and Aramic by | 


Wu. G. Braupe (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1959), 
2 vols. 


The thirteenth member of the 
Yale Judaica Series is an impressive 
and valuable contribution to modern 
English translations of classical 
Judaica. Rabbi Braude’s transla- 
tions are both readable and true to 
the original text—no mean accom- 
plishment. In addition to an 
introduction, which summarizes’ the 
theories of Buber, Zunz, Mann, et al 
on Midrash Tehillim, the” author 


_ presents copious notes and, happily, 
comprehensive indices. 


Religion in América : Original Essays 


on Religion in a Free Society edited 
by Joun Cociey. (New York 
_ Meridian Books, Inc., 1958) 


A series of thoughtful essays by 
‘such outstanding thinkers as Nie- 
buhr, Tillich, Heschel, and Herberg 


on religion and freedom in America. 
Religious pluralism, church and 
state, secularism, and religion as 
such in a free society are discussed 
from different points of view, enough 
to make this an excellent primer for _ 
understanding present tensions in 
these fields today. 


» The Comparative Study of Religions 


by Joacuim Wacu (Columbia 
University Press, 1958) 


The religious experience common _ 
to all faiths is analyzed and classified 
as expression through thought (doc- 
trine), through practice (devotion), 
and through fellowship (the religious 
community). 

Dr. Wach portrays the third and 
latest stage in this field of study as 
superseding the early endeavors of 
historians looking for parallels (and 
thereby undoing the uniqueness of 
distinctive religions) and also the 
second stage, when positivistic scho- 


lars tried to explain religious norms _— - 
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Briefly Noted . 


and values historically, psychologi- 
cally, and sociologically. 

This excellent volume concerns 
itself with the non-rational, as well 
as the rational, elements, in~religion 
and records analytical Py the dis- 
similarities between the ‘Specific 


elements of the different faiths. ~ 


The Role of. Knowledge in Western 
Religion by JoHN HERMAN RAN-~ 
DALL, Jr. (Boston: Starr King 
Press, 1958) 

A valuable summary of how 

_ Western philosophers dealt with the 

** conflicts ’’ of science vs. religion, 

or reason vs. fajth. Prof. Randall 

assumes that Judaism has little to do 
with knowledge in the first place 

(and mentions Maimonides as an 

example!), hence deals primarily 

with the Christian thinkers. The 
author’s own solution (seriously 
modified in the Epilogue) is to 
deprive religion of any cognitive 
truth, thus leaving it no opportunity 
for, “ conflict ’’ with science or 
philosophy. The result is 1 shadow- 
world of religiosity where mythology 

' is substituted for theology, poetry 

for reason, and symbols for truth. 


The Importance of Being Human by 
E.L. Mascall (Columbia 
Press, 1958) ‘ 

This volume attempts to reconcile 
the findings of science, especially 
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evolutionary einai with the basic 
religious concepts of man. The 


author contends that. the unrest of- 


our age is occasioned by man 
difficulty in believing that he has , 
definite and unique place in nature 
and that he is fulfilling a God. 
ordained purpose in life. Mr. Mascall 
seeks, therefore, to establish th 
uniqueness and centrality of man ing 
world characterized by the deper- 
sonalizing tendencies ‘of science. 
While the problems that face religion 
become crystallized under the shap 
quill of the author, the solutions still 
remain amorphous. 


Chance and Providence by Wiiuua 
G. PoLLarp (New York : Charles 
Scribner’s Sons, 1958) 


An important atomic scientist who 
has become an _ Episcopal priest, 
Dr. Pollard deals’ authoritatively 
with the apparent incongruity of the 
biblical idea of providence in 2 
scientific world of strict causality. 
This book is a convincing and well- 
written argument that the concepts 
of chance and accident, indeterm- 
inacy, and complementarity are 
inherent in all world phenomena 


-(without the usual assertion that 


freedom is directly derived from 
the Heisenberg principle) and that 
Divine providence is thus operative 
within the natural order. 


| 
\ 


COMMUNICATIONS : 


To THE EDITOR oF TRADITION: 


In the interest of “‘intellectual 
honesty,”” permit me to comment 
upon the article of my friend, Rabbi 
Emanuel Rackman, on “Arrogance 
or Humility in Prayer’ (TRADITION, 
Vol. I, No. 1). 

Rabbi Rackman unfortunately 
misses the basic motive for intro- 
ducing change into the traditional 


expiation of sin, or for thanksgiving. 


$s not deserve adoration and 
th a deity is in the same 


category as the god who would” 


require human sacrifice. 


+ 


To the question Rabbi Rackman ) 


raises about accepting ‘“‘Love Th 
Neighbor” in Leviticus 19 as 
divine mandate, and not that which 


liturgy. It is not a question of precedes the injunction, there is 


-atrogance or humility. The basic 


issue is sincerity, ordinary truth- 
fulness. The question is whether it is 
honest to petition the Almighty for 
that which one’s soul abhors. Be- 
cause animal sacrifices are revolting 
to the contemporary mind have the 
prayers for their restoration been 
eliminated from the Reform prayer 
book. For me, as for many others, 
and I believe for the vast majority 
of my fellow Jews, it is impossible to 
conceive a kind and merciful deity 
finding any pleasure in the slaughter 
of innocent animals, either for the 


quite a rational explanation. The 
religious genius, who according to 
Rabbi Rackman was the author of 
the exalted ethical injunction “‘Love 
thy Neighbor as thyself,’’ was not 
the one who penned the preceding 
sentences. A “religious genius” of 
lesser stature and of an earlier date 
authored the details touching cer- 
tain sacrifices. 
Once the assumption is made that 
the Bible was authored by a “reli- 
gious genius,’ why is it not per- 
missible to assume that there were 
several men of “religious genius,” 
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and that each reflects the state of 
religious development of his own 
particular day? Is this not an 
honorable solution ? 

*‘ How many Jews would welcome 
the restoration of animal sacrifices, 


and rejoice to see the old Temple 


restored with its ancient sacrificial 
system as enjoined in Leviticus? 
How sacred would the Sabbath be 
if two sheep without blemish were 
slaughtered on the day? 

I would deem it nothing short of 
a calamity if the sacrificial system 
were restored. And I believe so 
would many members of the Rab- 
binical Council. 

I trust that, vou will publish this 
letter in the interest of truth, and 
for the sake of the Torah. 


Rabbi THEopore N. Lewis 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 


RACKMAN ANSWERS : 


iret! I teahe it clear that when 


I referred to a “‘religious genius’ or 
God's “‘gifted servant’ I did not mean 
to suggest that I subscribe to the view 
that the Torah was composed by a 
man. I argued rather—in the u-le- 
taamakh mood of talmudic discourse— 
that even those who subscribe to such 
a view must ponder how the person 
they would thus exalt could have been 
so barbarous as not to abhor what they 


consider patently abhorrent! And if 
_ they assume that the Pentateuch was 


‘authored by several geniuses of varying 


ethical statures, then what about the — 


ethical stature of the final editor? 
Was he schizoid and incapable of 
discerning the contrasts which Dr. 
Lewis finds so pronounced? How did 
he reconcile all the verses of Chapter 
XIX of Leviticus to portray a deity 
who enjoins the loving of one’s neigh- 


254 


bor and the slaughter of innocey 
animals in His service ? Indeed, it wa; 
Franz Rosenzweig who must be given 
the credit for reminding us that » 


matter what theories the so-callej 


“Higher Criticism” may advance, 
must not forget that at least a “Reda. 


fathomed and appreciated th.» 


Pentateuch as‘a unit, and attriby 

equal sanctity to all its parts. 
Second, I did not mean to sugges 

that all Orthodox Fews are mode 


and all the non-Orthodox arrogant.’ 


Can one ever boast of his- modesty?! 
I had hoped my readers ould unde. 
stand that there is a difference betwee 
the implied premise of mood of « 
philosophical position and the chara. 
ter of the philosopher articulating 


“at. Professor Emil Fackenheim, fo 


example, may suggest that all natw. 


_alism in religion implies. self-centered. 


ness but that does not mean that al 


_ naturalists are themselves personally 


self-centered. Thus I argued that th 


. philosophical premise and mood of 


Orthodoxy is humility.” One ask 
“‘How does an Orthodox Few use th 
traditional prayer-book despite iw 
awareness of the many’ challenges of 


modernism’ to his use thereof?” My 


answer is, ‘“‘He must use it in that 
humility which becomes the mood o/ 
prayer.’ 

~« But, says Dr. Sunil it 1s intellectu- 
ally dishones sf to petition for that whit 
one abhors.. My answer is that th 
position of Orthodoxy is not on 
intellectually honest but the postu 
most consistent with religious commt- 
ment. Despite the vituperation ™ 
essay has provoked, no one ha 
answered its arguments. Many hav 
challenged its supposed innuendoc 
But its arguments apparently are wi 
fallacious. If this is so, then ther 
remain two intellectual approache- 
that of Orthodoxy and that of m 


| 
| 
‘ 
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Ojthodoxy. And what, in the final 


gnalysis, determines why one is pre- 


ferred to the other?’ It must be a. 


commitment rather than a syllogism. 
And if it is a commitment, then the 
commitment must be analyzed in 
terms of its religious quality. Humility 
is the quality for which I argued. 

But Dr. Lewis cannot pray for that 
in which he does not believe—the 
restoration of animal sacrifices. Here, 
too, we ought to recall the very im- 
pressive and obvious argument of 
Franz Rosenzweig. He suggests that it 
is “comical” for confirmed non- 
vegetarians to be horrified by the 


- “slaughter of innocent animals.”’ I 
‘wonder how many who reject the 


traditional prayer-book are not carniwv- 
orous. But even if they are vege- 
tarians, as Rosenzweig adds, the 

prayer for the reinstitution of sacrifices 
isa prayer for that which we cannot 
fully comprehend. And when we pray 


for that which we cannot comprehend, 


but pray for it only because God has 
ordained it, then we are praying for 
what He wants rather than what we 


want. This is essentially the difference 


between the prayer of a spiritually 
mature’ person and the prayer of one 


_ who ts so immature that his prayers 


cannot transcend what he can himself 


isualize. Indeed, if we pray only for 


that which we comprehend, we ought 
not pray for immortality or the 
mesiamc era—for none of us can 
possibly visualize what we shall be or 
do in such a state. To all of this, 
Dr. Lewis will no doubt reply that he 
does not believe that God ever ordained 
half of Leviticus. To which I revert to 
my original argument: I cannot, with 
intellectual honesty, reject one half 
of the Bible and accept the other. 

This is the crux of the issue—our 
divergent approaches to the Bible and 
all the sancta of Judaism. One 


spokesman of Conservatism, in reply 
to my essay, wondered whether I 


of Aristotle or Grotius or Hobbes as 
when I use the Siddur. Perhaps not. 
God, Torah, and Siddur, I approach 
one way; the world’s classics, I may 
approach differently. If I had the same 
approach to all of these my intellectual 
honesty would prompt me to declare 
myself a secular humanist and not a 
religionist. Another spokesman of 
Conservatism, however, interpreted 
my essay as prohibiting the passing of 
any judgment whatever on the Jewish 
tradition. One wonders whether he 
even read those paragraphs of my essay 
in which I spoke of the critical ap- 
proach traditionalists have always 
taken in study and prayer. The hall- 
mark of the traditionalist, however, 
ts that he has a critical approach to 
his own conclusions, as well as with 
regard to others’. And this is as it 
should be. 
In closing I might caution Dr. Lewis 
against equating a God who requires 
human sacrifice with a God who wants 
animal sacrifice. Vive la difference: 
Indeed, even though God outlawed 
human sacrifice, it is often necessary 


to martyr one’s self for Him and His — 


cause. However, the least that can 
be said for authentic Judaism is that 
it regarded the sacrifice of humans as a 
greater price to pay for principles 
than the sacrifice of animals. The 
antinomian religions or heresies which 
sprang from Judaism apparently did 
not prevent many members of humane 
societies in Europe from being more 
sensitive to the pain caused pets that 
belonged to Jews than to the anguish 
and agony of humans in crematoria. 
Let us, therefore, avoid equations that 
first make animals as deag as men and 


_then make them dearer. 
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To THE EDITOR OF TRADITION : 


I was gratified to receive,the first 
issue of TRADITION which I hope will 
satisfy a long felt need in modern 
Orthodox circles in this country: 
an English journal in which the 
relevancy of Judaism to the prob- 
lems of our time’ can be expounded 
from your point of view. As the 
editor of a similar journal published 
by The Rabbinical Assembly of 
America, Conservative Judaism, | 
you every success in this 
significant undertaking. 

There was one matter in your 
first issue which troubled me and 
perhaps others of your readers as 
well. Rabbi Hyman Tuchman in 
his perceptive summary of recent 
halakhic literature takes up an article 
by Rabbi Hershel Matt entitled 
“*Kashrut in Conservative Judaism.”’ 
Rabbi Tuchman has every right to 
analyze this article as well as any 
other article which he feels signif- 
icant enough to be brought to the 
attention of the reader. What trou- 
bles me is his manner of criticism 
which at times appears to move 
beyond the realm of rational judge- 
ment—which one would expect in 
such a journal—into the area of 
popular journalism. In his enthu- 
siasm to make: his point, Rabbi 


Tuchman has committed the serious 


errors of commission as well as omis- 
sion. Let me deal with them 1 in that 
order. 

(1) Rabbi Tuchman takes issue 
with Rabbi Matt’s thesis, -as, inci- 
dentally, do many non-Orthodox 
scholars. But drawing the inference 
from Matt’s paper that his distinc- 
tion in Jewish observance between 
essentials and non-essentials could 
lead to observing the Sabbath Day 
on a Monday or a Tuesday, asserting 
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describe another’s conception in how <P 


that Rabbi Matt’s proposition leads 
to a “‘Karaite heresy” and, further. 
more, smacks of Christianity 1S More 
the result of the reviewer's fervor 
than his thought. Such epithets ar 
violent, harsh, and dangerous to use, 
especially so when one uses them to 


to observe Jewish tradition. I submit 
that this kind of journalistic name- 
calling has no place in a scientific 
magazine. 

(2) Serious as of 
mission is in Rabbi 'Tuchman’s 
analysis, the error of omission is far 
more serious in my opinion. Rabbj 
Tuchman fails to mention that 
Rabbi Matt’s article was only one in 
an entire issue of Conservatire 
Judaism devoted to the topic of 
Kashrut and that, furthermore, both 
the lead article in that issue and the 
second article in that issue were 
devoted to.a defense and a philos- 
ophy of the traditional observance 
of Kashrut. . . . It would seem clear 
from the contents of the magazine 
in which Rabbi Matt's article 
appeared that his article represented 
only one point of view. Why did 
Rabbi Tuchman not state that? _ 

I have dealt with this matter in 
some detail, because its repetition 


_can easily mar the standards which 


you are setting for your publication. 
I do not believe I was the, only 
reader that was disturbed. The errors 


of commision and omission wert | 


serious, and they were made against 
a Movement which, however you 


may disagree with it, is committed to 


“conserving”? our heritage. Within 
this Movement there are several 
points of view, as there are, I believe, 
within your own Movement. Do you 
really believe that at this point in the 
history of Jewish tradition, such 

tements and such lack of state- 


_ 


\ 

J 
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ments by Rabbi Tuchinen add to 
the understanding of the Conserv-. 
itive Movement and to the solution 
of the problems of our time ? 


Rabbi SAMUEL H. DResNER 


Springfield, Mass. 


It is unfortunate that Rabbi Dresner 
did not read the previous analysis of 
Rabbi Matt’s article with greater care 
and objectivity. Had he done so, he 
would have noted that Rabbit Tuchman 
discussed the thesis of Rabbi Matt 
concerning the Halakhah, not that of 
the Conservative movement. Indeed, 
the latter would have been an imimense 
task since, to quote Rabbi Matt, “At 
first glance the range of halakhic 
practice would seem to be so broad and 
so varied—even among tts rabbis and 
its teachers—as to be almost chaotic.”’ 
If this appears so to Rabbi Matt, how 
much more so to one who is an outsider 
to the movement. 

Rabbi Tuchman torites that “if this 
approach of ‘personal patterning’ is 
accepted by Conservatives, Con- 
servatism wall ‘become the one faith 
where one man's meat ts almost 
literally another man’s poison or its 
close equivalent.’’ Obviously, it 
not assumed that Rabbi Matt's thesis 
has.already been accepted as a working 
philosophy by the Conservative move- 
ment. 

Dr. Dresner’s ascription of what he 
describes as ‘‘journalistic name calling’’ 
is most regrettable. An attempt to 
define and categorize may provoke 
disagreement, but it cannot justify the 
use of epithets or a response on any 
level save the ideational and the 
logical. 

First, the term ‘‘Karaite’’ is offen- 
sive to Dr. Dresner. But Rabbi Matt’s 
thesis does not on differ in 


observance. 


its approach from that of the Karaites. - 
He writes “Each person’s pattern will 
differ from his fellow’s; all will share © 
in accepting both the three fundamen- 
tals and a holy concern to spell them 
out in concrete detail.’’ In A History 
of the Jewish People by Max L. 
Margolis and Alexander Marx, we 
read of the Karaites (p. 262): “‘Ft.was 
the boast of the new sect that no two 
of its members agreed. Anan himself 
undermined authority by his double 
precept: ‘Search the Scriptures dili- 
gently, and lean not upon my opinion.’ 
Any one might interpret Scripture 
according to his own lights, and no 
one’s ruling meed be accepted by 
others.” On page 261 we read con- 
cerning the founder of the Karatte 


movement, Anan ben David: “‘In all 


matters of belief or dogma Anan was at 
one with those he left behind (the main 
body of traditional Jews). What 


‘ differentiated him was his dissent 


from tradition. ‘Forsake the words of 
the Mishnah and Talmud, and I will 
make unto you a Talmud of my own.’”’ 
Is not this really Rabbi Matt’s 
thesis ? Among the Karaites too ‘‘each 
person’s pattern (differed) from that 
of his fellows.’ The Karaites too 
accepted certain fundamentals, in their 
case the words of Scripture. Beyond 
the accepted fundamentals, Halakhah 
was to the Karaites a matter of per- — 
sonal patterning. Thus, to be more. 
specific, the Karaites accepted the 
need to observe Kashrut and the 
Sabbath, but created a new Halakhah 
about the dietary laws and Sabbath 
There were even some 
whose practice must have approxim-_ 
ated that of the traditional Halakhah. 
Secondly, Dr. Dresner is in accurate 
when he accuses the reviewer of stating 
that ‘‘Rabbi Matt's proposition ... 
smacks of Christianity.’ On the 


contrary, the two are spectfically 
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contrasted in the last - 


which states “Judaism cannot accept 
the narrow dead-end street of no 
Halakhah at all as in Christianity or 
a Halakhah whigh is purely personal 
as in Conserv .” Dr. Dresner is 
clearly hypersensitive on this point. 
Our critic is further disturbed at 
Rabbi Tuchman’s extrapolation of 


the Matt thesis to the observance of 


the Sabbath Day. It should be quite 
obvious that a logical system may be 
applied, mutatis mutandis, to more 
than one sphere of thought. The some 
what playful attempt to construct a 
situation whereby the Sabbath, if we 
apply Rabbi Matt’s halakhic system, 
might be observed on days other than 
Saturday, is predicated on the sup- 
position that “‘all Conservative Jews 
would be asked to accept the concept 
of a day of rest, but the permissive 
element would concern, among other 
features, the particular day which 
one. will observe.’’ Of: course, if the 
particular day observed were part of 
the fixed requirement and not a 
permissive element, the nightmare 
envisaged in the article would not 
come to pass. However, any other 
permissive feature could receive similar 
treatment. 


Turning to the last point made by ° | 
’ with supporting my own statements 


Dr. Dresner, it is of course true that 
there are “points of view’ within 
every movement. But this remark begs 
the question. After all we are discussing 
Halakhah and specifically Kashrut. 
Within Orthodoxy there is no dif- 
ference of opinion on the need to 


observe both the halakhot of Kashrut - 


and the Halakhah in general. Jewish 
law is not something to be created 


anew by each generation. This funda-— 


mental viewpoint is obviously not 
shared by all Conservative writers. 

It is unfortunate that a serious 
discussion of Matt’s article, from the 
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may 


viewpoint of traditional Halakhah, 
has led to this undeserved attack upon 
the reviewer, in which the essential 
criticisms remain unanswered. Co 
it be that on the level of reason ther 
is no disagreement with the 

made of Rabbi Matt’s thesis ? It woul 
appear so from Dr. Dresner's respons 


THe Eprtop 


To THE Epiror or TRADITION. 


Inthe Vol.I, No. 1 issue of 
you published a review of my book 
Culture and Judaism. In this review. 


there are several mistakes ané 
distortions. 
The reviewer writes, “The a. 


tempt to discredit the theories which 
the author feels are incompatible 
with Orthodox Judaism turns intoa 
list of who said what and what wa 
said about it, rather than an objective 


examination and critique of the data 


and the hypothesis drawn ther. 
from.” 

This is not true at al]. I have don 
this in the first essay only. In the 
other 18 essays it was not done at al 
or in a very limited way. 

Even if I had done this in all the 
19 articles there is nothing wrong 


with statements made by the mos 
prominent specialists in each field of 
science. This. makes the argument 
even stronger and more acceptable. 

Moreover, in science as well asin 
Jewish tradition one is obliged © 
cite the origin of each thought and 
the source from which this ideas 
taken. It is strange that éven 1 
reviewer in TRADITION has to & 
reminded of the saying of our sages 
infer that whoever 
reports a thing in the name of th 
person who said it, brings deliver- 


_ and gives proper 


Communications 


ance to the world.’’ An honest 
scientist always the source 
redit to those 
whose words he cites or uses. 
| gathered all the valuable material 
from scientific sources and from the 
tremendous scientific literature in 
English, German, French, Dutch, 
and Hebrew, citing many quotations 
fom Bartalanffy and R. Gold- 
schmidt to Kelvin and Schaxel. 
Nevertheless I have added my 
own arguments even in ‘the first 
article, e.g. my argument on “the 
Biogenetic Law Botany’ on 
page 12, my argument on “‘Vestiges”’ 
on page 15, and my remarks on 
yeast as the “Lower Forms’’ on 
page 17. | could give many more 
examples but I limit myself to these. 
The reviewer continues, ‘““The 
author's general approach is to 


present theories which he feels 


threaten the traditional point of 


view and then to marshal general- 


ized counter-statements in rebuttal. 
These statements are in the form of 
pseudo-scientific armchair specula- 


tions, not backed by any presented | 


scientific evidence.”’ 


This is not true. Let us take, for 


example, the article ‘Harmony and 
Design in Nature.’’ In order to show 
that there is harmony (and. design 
in Nature I bring two of the laws of 
Kepler, the law of Titius-Bode, as 
well as some very peculiar mathe- 
matical relationships in Astronomy. 
ForChemistry I cite Dalton’s law and 
for Biology Mendel’s law. In the 
article “Old Antiquated Laws and 
Modern Medicine” I present the 
scientific work of Wynder et al., 
Kennaway, Ravich, Vineberg, Rubin, 
and Sorsby on the relationship be- 
tween cancer and circumcision and 
the laws of Niddah. These ‘are all 
well-known medical doctors or scien- 


tists of high repute. I cite the Ame- 
rican Journal Obstetrics and 
Gynaecology, the British Journal of 
Cancer and the publication of the 
sth Congress International du Can- 
cer, Paris 1950. 

Are these pseudo-scientific arm- 
chair speculations? .. . 

In all cases I ‘have tried to bring 


much seientific evidence as 


passible and as far as it is under- 
standable to the intelligent layman, 
to teachers and students, and other 
intellectuals. If all these essays had 
been written in the same way as, 
for example, my scientific publica- 


tions in Experimental Medicine and - 


Surgery or in Chronica Botanica no 
publisher should have published 
such a book and only a limited 
number of scientists would have 
been able to read it. 

The reviewer further writes, 
“Without scientific analysis of the 
ideas presented, without evidence to 
support or deny the scientific claims 
made, the author groups various 
scientists and philosophers into 
productive and destructive cate- 
gories.’ 

This statement of the reviewer is 
not true. 

I oppose Spinoza, Darwin, He 
ley, Haeckel, Freud, Weininger, and 
Nietzsche and I think that each and 
every’ Jew and definitely each and 
every Orthodox Jew should deny 
their ideas because their common 
denominator was and is that they 
deny a purpose in creation, they 


deny the Jewish idea of a Creator . 
and Ruler of the world. They all . 


laid the foundations for the tre- 
mendous destruction of our people 


as I have shown in my essay ““The 


Price of Error.” 


In regard to the “destructive . 
categories among the scientists and+ | 
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philosophers,” I have. one main 
objective in mind: to show that they 
did not bring scientific proof as they 
wanted the world to believe. 

I do not understand what is 
wrong with “cursing Haman and 
blessing Mordecai”’ (as the reviewer 
writes). It is our holy duty to curse 
Haman and his followers even if 
they are noted philosophers or 
known scientists. We must show 
our youth how destructive their 
work was and we have to teach our 
_ children to know them for what they 
are. Moreover, we have to show that 
they never brought real scientific 
proof and this is what I have done 
in my essays. 

Will Durant in his excellent book 
The Story of Philosophy states that 
Nietzsche was the spiritual son of 
Darwin and this is confirmed by two 


professors of philosophy: Howalj 
and Schwegler. There is no douly 
that Nietzsche was the father of th 
Nazi ideology. The logical concly. 
sion of this is that the spiriny! 
children of Darwin and Nietasch. 
committed the most atrocious crime; 
of all times. It is a mitzvah to be w 
iconoclast, to destroy the idols of 
modern culture who have brought 


such a disaster and such a calamity 


on the Jewish people... . 

I could have added more example 
to show that reviewer was, to 
put it mildly, mot accurate, mm 
correct, and not exact. I did not dow 
because I understand that m 
answer has to be brief. 


Dr. S. B. Uttmay 
Toronto, Ont. 
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TRADITION Recommends : 


“The Philosophy of Purpose”’ 


Due to the unprecedented response to Dr. Samuel Belkin’s © 
essay, The Philosophy of Purpose, Yeshiva University has issued 

a a printing of the monograph, first in the series of Studies — 
in Torah Judaism. Critics and reviewers in the United States and 
abroad have hailed the essay as a challenging articulation of — 
traditional Jewish philosophy in modern idiom. Rabbis throughout 
the country have instituted special adult study groups and are 
planning to use the entire series of Studies in Torah Judaism, 


edited by Rabbi Leon Stitskin, as a basis for study and discussion. - 


The essay by Dr. Belkin has been translated into Hebrew in 
Israel. 

The monograph, as well as all future numbers, may be obtained. 
at Yeshiva University’s “* Studies in Torah Judaism Department, ”’ 
(86th Street & Amsterdam Avenue, New York 33, New York; 
Bloch Publishing Company, 31 West 31st Street, New York, © 
New York; or from Mr. Simon Weber, Program Chairman of the 
Yeshiva University Women’s Organization, 720 Ft. roe t 
Avenue, New York, New York. 

Rabbi Meyer Kramer of Cong. Adath Zion, Penway & Friendship 
Streets, Philadelphia, has prepared a special syllabus on The 
Philosophy of Purpose to be used for adult study groups. —_. 

TRADITION heartily recommends this valuable essay to all its 
readers, 


Printed in Belgium. 
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